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My  dear  Mr,  Trevdyan, 

To  you  I  dedicate  thia  edition,  in  admiration  of  that 
incomparable  learning,  which  is  always  at  the  service  of  your 
friends.  My  hook  could  meet  with  no  more  formidable 
critic:  it  will  assuredly  meet  tvith  none  more  candid  and 
considerate. 

With  the  greatest  respect,  and  most  affectionate  regard, 

I  remain, 

Sinoerdy  yours, 

H,  W,  CHALLia, 


PREFACE. 


The  present  Edition  is  somewhat  more  worthy  of  the 
kind  reception  which  was  accorded  to  the  first,  and  the 
Author  ventures  to  hope  that  it  will  be  found  a  trust- 
worthy guide  to  the  fundamental  principles  of  Real 
Property  Law.  His  very  sincere  thanks  are  due  to  his 
friend  Mr.  H.  A.  Colmore  Dunn,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  who 
has  taken  upon  himself  the  greater  part  of  the  labour 
of  seeing  it  through  the  Press. 

Since  the  publication  of  the  First  Edition,  several 
cases  have  occurred  to  illustrate  Lord  Coke's  remark, 
that  no  point  of  learning  is  incapable  of  affording 
practical  assistance. 

But  a  distinction  in  this  respect  is  to  be  drawn 
between  things  that  are  truly  obsolete  and  things  that 
are  merely  not  generally  known.  In  the  following 
pages,  though  some  brief  allusion  is  made  to  matters, 
such  as  frank-marriage,  which  never  occur  in  modem 
practice,  and  to  others,  such  as  the  law  of  warranty, 
which  serve  only  to  illustrate  the  histoiical  basis  of 
some  branch  of  law,  yet  it  is  believed  that  little  will 
be  found  which  is  not  capable,  in  Lord  Coke's  words, 
of  standing  our  student  in  stead  at  one  time  or  another. 

11,  Stone  Buildings,  Lincoln's  Inn, 
February,  1892. 


PREFACE 

TO  THE  PIEST  EDITION. 


In  its  earliest  shape  this  work  was  prefixed  to  a  work  on  the  Gon- 
yejanoing  and  Settled  Land  Acts,  published  by  the  Author  in 
oonjunction  with  his  friend  Mr.  H.  J.  Hood.  Though  it  has 
been  so  greatly  enlarged  that  it  might  almost  seem  to  be  a  new 
work|  its  original  plan  has  been  retained ;  and  much  of  the  matter 
contained  in  the  newly-added  chapters,  ispan  expanded  and 
completed  version  of  detached  remarks  upeni  the  same  subjects 
contained  in  the  last  edition.  The  following  chapters  are  entirely 
novel: — Chapter  XI.  on  the  Bules  of  Limitation  at  Common 
Law ;  Chapter  XIII.  on  the  Bule  in  Shelley's  Case;  Chapter  XYI. 
on  the  Descent  of  a  Fee  Simple ;  and  Chapter  XXV.  on  Con- 
current Ownership. 

The  Author  is  indebted  to  his  friend  Mr.  W.  B.  Sheldon,  of 
linooln's  Inn,  for  the  G-eneral  Index  at  the  end  of  the  work.* 

A  good  many  additional  references,  chiefly  to  the  serial  reports, 
will  be  found  in  the  Table  of  Cases.  The  new  series  of  the  Law 
Journal  Beports  and  Law  Times  Beports  are  cited  without  any 
addition.  The  new  series  of  the  Jurist  is  indicated  by  the  addition 
of  "  N.  S." 

It  is  hoped  that  the  Beport  of  the  case  of  Witham  v.  Vaney 
before  the  House  of  Lords,  which  is  given  in  the  Appendix,  will 
be  found  of  interest  to  the  profession. 

To  the  attention  of  any  reader  who  may  be  inclined  to  think 
that  these  pages  are  cumbered  with  an  overdose  of  archaic  learning, 
the  Author  would  commend  the  lesson  to  be  learned  from  the  Case 


*  ICr.  Sheldon  is  in  no  way  responsible  for  any  defeoto  whioh  may  be  found  in 
the  General  Index  to  the  Second  Edition. 


X  PREFACK  TO  THE  FIRST  EniTION. 

of  Blake  v.  Hynes^  referred  to  at  p.  227*  of  this  work.  That  the 
recondite  question  there  discuBsed  should,  after  some  oenturies  of 
oblivion,  have  emerged  into  practical  importance  in  the  year  1884, 
affords  as  striking  a  confirmation  as  could  be  desired  of  the  truth 
of  Lord  Coke's  remark  : — "  There  is  no  knowledge,  case,  or  point 
*'  in  law,  seeme  it  of  never  so  little  account,  but  will  stand  our 
^'  student  in  stead  at  one  time  or  other,  and  therefore  in  reading 
"  nothing  to  be  pretermitted."     (Co.  Litt.  9  a.) 

In  the  Preface  to  his  Essay  on  Estates,  Preston  speaks  of  the 
"  inconceivable  labour  "  which  that  work  had  cost  him.  If  the 
present  writer  had  never  attempted  to  grapple  with  kindred  sub- 
jects, he  would  never  have  understood  the  significance  of  those 
words.  He  will,  therefore,  have  the  less  right  to  complain,  if  his 
readers  should  skim  lightly  over  his  sentences  with  small  thought 
of  the  pains  it  cost  to  frame  them. 


2,  Stonb  Buxldznqs,  LnrooLN^s  Imv. 
Ut  Fd^ruary,  1886. 


•  Now  p.  266,  i^fra. 


(  ^  ) 
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ADDENDA. 


Page  286,  line  6  from  bottom,  after  "p."  'xnmt  **  59." 

,,  328,  329.  The  caae  of  Ue  Miehell,  Moore  v.  Moore,  1891,  M.  787,  was  dedded 
on  2Rth  January,  1892,  hj  Stirling,  J.,  too  late  for  indnaion  in  the  text. 
The  principal  point  dedded  was  as  follows.  Under  the  wHl,  ezeoated  in 
1843,  of  Anne  Mldiell,  who  died  in  1844,  in  the  events  whidi  happened, 
A  became  tenant  for  life  of  certain  freeholds  and  copyholds,  with 
remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve,  with  divers  remainders  to  his  issue, 
which  failed  for  want  of  such  issue,  with  remainder  to  B  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve,  with  remainder  to  C,  the  only  son  of 
B,  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over.  The  will  contained  a  dause 
of  forfeiture,  in  the  usual  terms,  upon  neglect  for  one  year  after  coming 
into  possession  to  assume  a  certain  name  and  arms.  In  1872,  A  and  6 
being  both  alive,  C  with  their  consent  barred  his  estate  in  tail  male, 
limiting  the  lands,  subject  to  the  prior  estates,  to  the  use  of  himself,  his 
heirs  and  assigns.  A  died  in  1883  without  issue.  Upon  the  expiration 
of  a  year,  B  incurred  a  forf dture  by  neglecting  to  assume  the  name  and 
arms.  Thereupon  G  became  entitled  to  an  equitable  estate  pur  autre  vie, 
during  the  life  of  B,  and  subject  thereto  in  fee  simple.  C  died  in  1890 
without  issue,  leaving  B  his  heir  at  law  and  customary  heir.  The  learned 
judge  hdd  that  the  eqiiitable  estate  pur  autre  vie  had  by  the  terms  of  the 
will  been  limited  to  C  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  and  that  the  effect 
of  the  disentailing  deed  was  to  turn  this  to  a  limitation  to  him  and  his 
heirs  general ;  and  that  B  as  heir  g^eral  took  the  estate  pur  autre  me 
(whidi,  B  being  cestui  que  vie,  became  in  his  hands  an  estate  for  his  own 
life)  as  special  occupant  for  his  own  use  and  benefit.  It  follows,  that  an 
estate  pur  autre  vie,  limited  in  its  inception  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body,  may  by  the  act  of  the  tenant  be  turned  to  an  estate  pur  autre 
vie  limited  to  him  and  his  heirs  general ;  and  that  the  heir  g^eral  may 
then  take  as  special  occupant.  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  in  tTii« 
respect  there  is  any  difference  between  eqidtable  and  legal  estates,  or 
between  freeholds  and  copyholds,  provided  that  the  copyholds  are 
capable  of  being  intailed. 
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THE 


IIW  OF  REAL   PEOPERTT: 

CHIEFLY  IN  RELATION  TO  CONVEYANCING. 


INTRODUOTORT  REMARKS. 

Thb  Real  Property  Law  of  England  had  its  origin  at  a  time 
when  land  and  its  rents  and  profits  constituted  nearly  the 
whole  tangible  wealth  of  the  country.  The  vast  increase  in 
modem  times  of  kinds  of  property  called  personal  has  lessened 
in  a  corresponding  degree  the  importance  of  rules  and  principles 
■which  are  applicable  to  real  property  alone ;  and  the  tendency 
of  legislation  has  long  been  to  assimilate  real  property  law  to 
the  law  of  personal  property.  But,  in  spite  of  the  numerous 
changes  which  have  been  effected  during  the  last  sixty  years, 
the  bulk  of  the  law  peculiar  to  real  property  is  still  large,  and 
it  still  contains  not  a  few  intricate  and  abstruse  technicalities, 
which  are  undoubted  law,  and  would  certainly  be  recognized  as 
such  by  the  Courts.  Of  these  technicalities  some,  being  little 
used  in  the  common  practice,  only  emerge  at  rare  intervalB  and 
nnder  extraordinary  circumstances  from  their  normal  obscurity. 
But  others  are  of  more  frequent  occurrence,  and  some  are  in 
constant  use ;  nor  can  the  practice  of  conveyancing  be  exercised 
with  prudence  and  safety,  or  the  recent  legislation  relating  to 
oonveyancing  and  real  property  law  be  completely  understood, 
without  a  thorough  knowledge  of  the  whole. 

In  the  absence  of  express  mention,  the  following  remarks  will 
be  restricted,  so  far  as  they  refer  to  estates,  to  legal  estates  of 
freehold  in  land,  and,  so  far  as  they  refer  to  assurances  or 
oonveyances,  to  assurances,  other  than  testamentary  dispositions, 
by  which  legal  estates  of  freehold  in  land  can  be  created  or 
transferred. 

C.B.P.  B 
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It  is  obviously  impossible,  within  the  present  limits,  to  enter 
upon  the  details  of  practical  conveyancing;  but  the  bulk  of 
the  information  which  is  here  collected  together,  has  a  special 
bearing  upon  the  work  of  the  conveyancer,  as  distinguished 
from  that  of  the  pleader  and  advocate. 

« 

Notwithstanding  the  present  decayed  state  of  its  general 
application  and  importance,  some  knowledge  of  the  essential 
characteristics  of  tenure  is  necessary  to  the  adequate  treatment 
of  the  other  parts  of  the  subject ;  nor  without  such  knowledge 
is  a  clear  apprehension  possible  of  some  distinctions  which  are 
still  of  practical  importance ;  such  as  the  distinctions  between 
(I)  Eent  which  is  incident  to  tenure;  (2)  Bent  which  is  not 
incident  to  tenure,  but  is  a  tenement,  and  is  capable  of  being 
the  subject  of  estates  limited  by  analogy  to  estates  in  land ; 
and  (3)  Bent  incident  to  a  reversion. 

The  whole  social  and  political  organization  of  the  kingdom 
rested  upon  tenure  as  its  foundation  for  about  four  centuries 
after  the  Norman  Conquest.  Its  political  importance  had 
declined  to  a  shadow  of  its  former  self  at  the  end  of  the  reign  of 
Henry  VII. ;  but  for  another  century  and  a  half  it  continued 
to  flourish  in  full  vigour,  as  an  acknowledged  source  of  legal 
rights,  at  all  events  as  between  the  crown  and  the  tenants  of 
the  crown  in  capite^  until  its  operation  was  interrupted  by  the 
abeyance  of  the  royal  authority  in  1645,  followed  by  the 
abolition  in  1660,  by  the  statute  12  Car.  2,  c.  24,  of  the  burden- 
some incidents  attached  to  tenure  in  capite.  The  abolition 
by  that  statute  of  the  rights  enjoyed  by  the  crown  in  respect  to 
its  freehold  tenants,  is  probably  the  chief  cause  why  the  evidence 
of  freehold  tenure,  in  respect  to  lands  holden  of  private  persons, 
has  for  a  long  time  been  much  less  carefully  preserved  than  the 
evidence  of  copyhold  tenure ;  because  thenceforward  there  was 
no  strong  inducement  to  rebut  claims  of  the  crown,  arising  by 
presumption  in  the  absence  of  express  evidence.  Though  the 
growing  importance  of  the  political  franchise  subsequently  gave 
to  freehold  tenure,  which  carried  with  it  the  right  to  vote  at  the 
election  of  knights  of  the  shire,  a  new  political  importance, 
this  was  in  a  great  measure  lost  by  the  passing  of  the  Beform 
Act  of  1832 ;  and  even  previously  to  that  time  the  political 
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priyil^es  attached  to  freehold  tenure  did  not  much  f ayonr  the 
oarefol  preservation  of  the  express  evidence  relating  to  it, 
because  all  tenure  is  presumed  to  be  freehold  unless  proved  to 
be  copyhold.  The  decreased  practical  importance  of  freehold 
tenure  has  led  to  something  like  obUvion  of  its  existence ;  and 
the  word  tenure  is  often  used  in  reference,  not  to  the  tenure 
properly  so  called,  but  to  the  qiMntum  of  the  estate  or  interest 
of  the  tenant. 

The  practical  consequences  of  tenure,  in  the  proper  sense  of 
the  word,  are  now  almost  confined  to  (1)  rights  by  escheat, 
which  are  seldom  claimed,  in  respect  to  freeholds,  except  by  the 
crown ;  partly  because  freehold  tenure  holden  of  private  persons 
is  comparatively  rare,  and  partly  because  its  existence,  even 
when  it  exists,  is  difficult  to  prove ;  (2)  rights  of  the  lord  in 
respect  to  copyholds  of  the  manor ;  and  (3)  rights  of  the  lord 
on  the  one  hand,  and  of  the  commoners  on  the  other,  in  respect 
to  the  waste  lands  of  the  manor.  The  importance  of  manorial 
rights,  whether  of  lord  or  tenant,  as  distinguished  from  pro- 
prietary rights,  has  been  greatly  reduced  by  the  enfranchisement 
of  copyholds  and  the  enclosure  of  wastes ;  though  some  check 
has  been  recently  imposed  upon  the  latter  process.  Ancient  quit- 
rents  which  affect  freehold  lands  held  for  a  fee  simple  and  are 
undoubted  incidents  of  their  tenure,  still  exist ;  but  in  practice 
these  must  be  at  least  as  old  as  the  year  1290,  in  which  year  the 
statute  of  Quia  Emptores  made  it  thenceforward  impossible  for  a 
subject,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  to  reserve  a  rent  as  incident 
to  tenure  only.  They  are,  therefore,  comparatively  rare,  and  the 
change  in  the  value  of  money  makes  them  now  of  little  import- 
ance, unless  as  evidence  to  support  a  title  by  escheat.  These 
also  will  tend  to  be  extinguished  by  the  operation  of  sect.  45  of 
the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881,  which  provides,  among  other 
things,  for  the  compulsory  redemption  of  quit-rents,  at  the 
instance  of  any  person  interested  in  the  land. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

TENURE  BY  THE  COMMON  LAW. 

All  land  ia      Bt  the  doctxine  of  the  common  law,  all  the  land  in  England  is 

^tetyor    «^*^«'  i°  *^®  ^^^  <>*  *^®  ^°?  himself,  or  is  held  of  him  by  his 
™^«^^y    tenants  in  cqpite*    The  king  is  therefore  styled,  xar'  e§)x^v, 

*  For  Bome  purposes  it  is  necessaxy  to  distingaish  between  tenants  of  the  king 
ui  de  eorond  and  ut  de  honore.  The  former  held  by  direct  grant  from  the  king. 
The  latter  held  of  the  king  only  by  reason  that  the  land-barony,  or  Honour,  of 
which  they  held,  had  come  to  the  king's  hand  by  forfeiture  or  escheat.  They 
held  of  the  king  by  the  same  services  as  of  the  barony  before  it  came  to  the 
king's  hand.  See  Mag.  Cart.  (9  Hen.  3)  cap.  31.  These  tenures  are  both  pro- 
perly styled  tenure  in  capite  ;  because  that  phrase  only  imports  that  there  is  no 
mesne  lord  between  the  king  and  the  tenant ;  and  this  is  as  much  the  fact  in 
the  one  case  as  in  the  other. 
•  Lord  Coke  uses  the  phrase  "  tenure  of  the  king  in  capite j**  to  denote  what  is 

more  properly  expressed  by  the  phrase,  **  tenure  of  the  king  ut  de  eorond  "  ;  and 
uses  the  phrase,  **  tenure  of  the  king  not  in  capite t^*  to  denote  what  is  more  pro- 
perly expressed  by  the  phiasei  ''tenure  of  the  king  ut  de  honore.^*  See,  for 
example,  his  sunmiary  of  the  Statutes  of  Wills,  32  Hen.  8,  o.  1,  and  34  &  35 
Hen.  8,  o.  5,  in  Co.  litt.  Ulb,  which  is  cited  at  p.  199,  infra.  In  order  to 
denote  tenure  ut  de  eorond^  he  also  uses  the  phrase,  ''  ut  depersond  "  ;  on  which 
phrases,  see  Harg.  n.  1,  on  Ck).  litt.  77  a,  and  notes  2,  3,  on  108  a.  He  eren 
has  a  further  phrase,  holding  *'  of  the  person  of  the  king  and  not  in  capite  "  ;  of 
which  he  gives  as  an  example  the  case  where  the  seignory  of  lands,  held  in  g^roas 
of  a  common  person,  passed  to  the  king  from  such  person  by  escheat  or  forfei- 
ture for  treason ;  in  which  case  the  tenure  passed  from  such  person  to  the  king*, 
but  was  not  ut  de  eorond^  or,  as  Lord  Coke  calls  it,  in  capite,  because  the  origfinal 
tenure  was  not  created  by  the  king,  but  by  the  common  person  aforesaid.  (Co. 
Litt.  108  a.) 

If  a  tenant  of  the  king  by  knight- service,  who  held  ut  de  eorond,  died  leaving 
his  heir  under  age,  the  king,  by  virtue  -of  his  prerogative,  had  the  wardship 
both  of  the  lands  held  of  himself  and  also  of  any  other  lands  which  the  tenant 
held  of  inferior  lords  ;  but  if  the  tenure  was  ut  de  honore,  the  king  had  in  general 
the  wardship  only  of  lands  holden  of  him.  (Co.  Litt.  77  a.)  The  duchies  of  Lan- 
*  caster  and  of  Cornwall,  and  some  other  Honours,  were  exceptions  from  this  rule. 

See  Eetwick^a  Case,  12  Bep.  135,  at  p.  136 ;  which  refers  to  the  Honours  of 
Bawleigh,  Hagent,  and  Peverel,  and  states  that  the  doctrine  applied  to  the 
ancient  Honours  generally.    It  is  dear  that,  to  Lord  Coke's  mind,  the  chief 
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the  Lord  Paramount ;  as  being  the  "  sovereigne  lord,  or  lord 

paramount,  either  mediate  or  immediate,  of  all  and  every  pareell 

of  land  within  the  realme."     (Co.  litt.  65a.)     To  this  rule 

there  is  no  exception ;   but  Hargrave  seems  to  surmise  that 

allodial  lands  may  still  exist  in  Scotland.    In  case  of  a  failure 

of  heirs  of  the  person  entitled,  it  would  be  impossible  for  a 

person  in  possession  of  land  in  England  to  withstand  a  claim  by 

escheat  of  the  crown,  upon  a  plea  that  the  land  was  allodial  or 

not  held  of  any  lord.    The  tenants  of  the  crown  in  capite  are  Immediately, 

commonly  referred  to  as  "  the  tenants  in  capite " ;  and  that  Jleapite. 

phrase  usually  imports,  in  the  absence  of  any  addition,  tenure 

holden  immediately  of  the  crown ;  but  the  phrase  "  tenure  in 

capite "  only  imports  that  the  land  to  which  it  refers  i9  held 

immediately  of  the  grantor,  instead  of  being  held  of  him 

mediately  through  another  person,  of  whom  the  tenant  holds  it 


practical  distinction  between  the  two  kinds  of  tennie  in  eapite  lay  in  the  question, 
whether  the  king's  wardship  extended  to  all  the  infant's  lands,  or  only  to  the 
lands  held  of  himself. 

As  to  Honours  in  general,  the  curious  reader  may  consult  Mad.  Bar.  Angl. 
Book  I.,  patnm.  An  Honour  was  the  aggregate  of  a  number  of  manors,  usually, 
and  by  ancient  custom,  granted  out  together  under  that  title  by  the  crown  to  a 
great  baron  ;  and  so  long  as  the  English  nobUity  remained  of  the  true  feudal 
type,  the  tenants  for  the  time  being  of  the  principal  Honours  in  the  gift  of  the 
crown  were  the  chief  nobles  of  the  kingdom.  Upon  the  decadence  of  the  feudal 
system,  nobility  became  a  matter  of  mere  titles,  ujiconnected  with  the  tenure  of 
the  land,  and  the  meaning  of  the  word  ''Honour"  was  almost  forgotten. 
Madox  ridicules  Henry  YIII.  for  his  absurd  conduct  in  passing  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment to  turn  the  manors  of  AmpthiU,  Hampton  Court,  and  Grafton,  into 
'*  Honours,"  at  a  time  when  the  word  no  longer  retained  any  of  the  significance 
of  its  original  meaning.     (Mad.  Bar.  Angl.  8,  9.) 

The  king  could,  of  course,  if  he  chose,  instead  of  granting  out  in  its  entirety 
an  Honour  of  which  he  had  obtained  possession,  subdivide  it  into  aliquot  parts, 
or  separate  from  it  some  of  its  manors,  or  some  parcel  of  its  demesne  lands ;  and 
this  was  sometimes  done  even  in  early  times,  though  not  to  a  great  extent, 
huoajtae  the  practice,  if  common,  would  then  have  disarranged  both  the  political 
and  the  military  org^anization  of  the  Kingdom.  Some  early  examples  are  col- 
lected in  Mad.  Bar.  Angl.  44 — 60.  At  a  later  period,  when  it  was  no  longer 
attended  by  the  same  public  inconyenience,  the  practice  became  more  common. 
"Thus,"  says  Madox,  at  p.  69,  ** land-baronies  were  divided  and  subdivided, 
till  at  length  they  were  brought  to  nought."  Perhaps  the  only  Honour  now 
held  by  a  subject  is  the  Honour  of  Arundel,  which  gives  to  the  Duke  of  Norfolk 
his  title  as  Earl  of  Arundel.  The  fact  is  so  stated,  and  apparently  agreed,  in 
Otrard  v.  Gerard,  1  Salk.  253,  13  Yin.  Abr.  209,  nib  tit.  Feudall  Honour.  For 
aome  further  mention  of  this  Honour,  see  Mad.  Bar.  Angl.  63,  71.  The  right 
to  the  title  of  Arundel  is  now  regulated  by  a  private  Act  of  Parliament,  3  Car.  1, 
c.  iv.    See  B^kcley  Peerage  Cote,  8  H.  L.  0.  21,  at  pp.  101,  137, 
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immediately ;  and  therefore  tenure  in  capiie^  in  its  wide  sense, 
is  a  phrase  which  may  without  any  impropriety  be  applied  to  a 
subject  *  (Co.  Litt.  73  a ;  and  see  Dy.  277  a,  pi.  57,  where  the 
learned  editor  in  a  note  boggles  over  the  mention  of  a  tenant  in 
capite  to  the  Bishop  of  Durham ;  Mad.  Bar.  Angl.  166.)  But, 
as  has  above  been  remarked,  the  phrase  is  usually  restricted  to 
Mediately,  by  ^he  tenants  of  the  crown.     Under  the  tenants  in  capite  came 

tenants  of  ^  -^ 

mesne  lords,  others  who  held  of  them ;  and  imtil  the  statute  of  Quia  Emptores^ 
18  Edw.  1,  forbade  the  practice  of  subinfeudation,  the  tenants 
of  the  tenants  in  capite  might,  by  the  common  law,  convey  lands 
in  fee  simple  to  tenants  of  their  own  to  be  held  of  themselves, 
and  these  again  to  others  under  them,  and  so  on  theoretically 
ad  infinitum;^  though  in  practice  the  successive  links  could  not 
be  very  numerous.  After  the  last-mentioned  statute,  though 
successive  feoffments  in  fee  might  be  made,  yet  the  feoffee  did 
not  hold  under  the  feoffment  of  the  feoffor,  but,  under  the 
statute,  of  the  chief  lord  of  the  fee. 


Meaning  of 
common  law 
tenure. 


The  tenure  by  which  this  system  was  held  together,  because 
it  existed  by  force  of  the  common  law,  is  often  styled  tenure  by 
the  common  law  or  common  law  tenure.     Since  the  decadence 

« 

of  the  feudal  system,  which  has  deprived  the  true  doctrine  of 


*  There  is  much  important  difference  between  the  mere  tenure  in  gross,  which, 
before  the  statute  of  Quia  Empiores^  could  be  created  by  any  person  seised  in  fee 
simple  of  a  plot  of  land,  and  tenure  of  a  lord  of  a  manor  ^*  as  of  his  manor." 
On  this  point,  see  LuitreVa  Cate^  4  Rep.  86,  at  p.  88b.  Of  course  lands  could  not 
be  granted  to  be  held  **  as  of  a  manor,"  unless  they  were  in  fact  parcel  of  the 
manor  at  the  time  of  the  g^rant.  Since  the  statute  of  Quia  Emptoresy  it  has  been 
unlawful  for  a  subject  to  grant  lands  in  fee  simple  to  be  held  of  himself  ;  nor 
can  the  lord  of  a  manor  g^nt  any  parcel  of  his  manor  to  be  held  of  him  as  of 
his  manor* 

t  As  is  shown  by  the  Statute  of  Westminster  2,  13  Edw.  1,  o.  32 ;  which,  in 
order  to  prevent  evasion  of  the  Statutes  of  Mortmain  by  means  of  feigned  re- 
coveries, enacted  that  the  bonajidea  of  default  made  by  the  defendant  in  actions 
of  recovery  brought  by  ecclesiastical  persons  should  be  inquired  by  a  jury ;  and 
that,  if  it  should  be  found  that  the  demandant  had  a  good  title,  he  should  have 
judgment ;  but  if  it  should  be  found  that  he  had  no  right,  **  the  land  shaU 
accrue  to  the  next  lord  of  the  fee,  if  he  demand  it  within  a  year  from  the  time 
of  the  inquest  taken ;  and  if  he  do  not  demand  it  within  the  year,  it  shaU  accrue 
to  the  next  lord  above,  if  he  do  demand  it  within  half  a  year  after  the  same 
year ;  and  so  every  lord  after  the  next  lord  {quilibet  dominuepoet  proximum  dominum) 
shall  have  the  space  of  half  a  year  to  demand  it  successively,  until  it  come  to  the 
king,  to  whom  at  lengih,  through  default  of  other  lords,  the  lands  shall  accrue." 
(2  Inst.  428.) 
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tenures  of  nearly  all  its  practical  importance,  the  word  tenure 
has  often  heen  confused  with  terms  referring  to  the  quantum  of 
the  tenant's  estate :  a  confusion  which  is  chiefly  due  to  the  fact, 
further  referred  to  in  the  next  following  paragraph,  that 
common  law  tenure  is  found  only  in  connection  with  estates 
haying  a  certain  quantum^  not  being  less  than  an  estate  for  the 
life  of  the  tenant  himself,  or  for  the  life  of  some  other  person. 
But  the  word  properly  denotes  the  specific  feudal  relation  subsist- 
ing between  the  lord  and  the  tenant.  (See  Alt,  Oen.  of  Ontario 
T.  Mercer^  8  App.  Cas.  767,  at  p.  772.)     It  refers  only  to  those  Does  not  ex- 

t   t»  T_  •  1  •J       •  J  i_  •      J 1       *     J  1  'J.'        tend  to  temus 

relations  which  were  comprised  withm  the  feudal  organization  of  years. 
of  the  realm,  and  does  not  properly  include  the  relation  between 
a  reyersioner  and  a  termor  for  years.  Until  the  Statute  of 
Gloucester  (6  Edw.  1)  gave  a  partial,  and  the  21  Hen.  8,  c.  15, 
^ye  a  complete,  remedy,  the  reyersioner,  as  common  law  tenant 
of  the  freehold,  had  power  to  destroy  the  term  of  years  at  his 
own  will  and  pleasure,  by  suffering  a  collusiye  recoyery.  (Oo. 
litt.  46a ;  and  see  further,  as  to  the  origin  of  terms  of  years, 
regarded  as  legal  estates,  p.  53,  infra.  As  to  the  practice  of 
tusing  the  word  tenure  in  connection  with  terms  of  years,  see 
p.  55,  infra.) 

There  is  not  necessarily  or  in  the  nature  of  things  any  definite  Connection 

_  between 

relation  between  the  nature  of  the  tenure  by  which  the  tenant  common  law 
holds,  and  the  quantum  of  the  estate  held  by  the  tenant ;  but  an  fre^idT 
inyariable  custom  did,  in  fact,  establish  such  a  definite  relation,  «8*»*e8- 
and  also  went  a  considerable  way  towards  maintaining  a  definite 
relation  between  the  nature  of  the  tenure  and  the  political  status 
of  the  tenant.  Thus  it  is  the  fact  (1)  that  common  law  tenure 
was  always  associated  with  estates  not  falling  below  a  certain 
oonyentional  quantum;  and  (2)  that  such  tenure  was  so  far 
associated  with  the  status  of  a  free  man,  that  the  grant  to  a 
yillein  by  his  lord  of  an  estate  to  be  held  thereby,  or  (which  is 
the  same  thing)  the  grant  of  an  estate  not  falling  below  the 
standard  quantum^  would  operate  as  an  enfranchisement.  (litt. 
sect.  206.)  From  its  connection  with  political  status,  the 
common  law  tenure  acquired  the  name  of  free  or  frank  tenure^ 
and  the  common  law  estates  were  styled  estates  of  freehold. 
These  estates  remain,  in  point  of  quantum^  the  same  now  as  in 


8  ON  TENURE. 

the  days  of  Littleton ;  but  the  practical  importance  of  the  dis- 
tinotion  between  estates  of  freehold  and  estates  not  of  freehold, 
has  been  much  lessened.  Moreover,  certain  important  distinc- 
tions have  been  enacted  and  established  bj  statute,  between 
estates  of  mere  freehold  arising  under  a  settlement,  and  estates 
of  mere  freehold  taken  under  a  lease  granted  at  a  rent. 

Both  the  nomenclature  and  the  history  of  tenures  shows  that, 
so  long  as  the  feudal  system  retained  its  practical  importance,  a 
strong  connection  existed,  both  in  public  opinion  and  in  common 
practice,  between  free  status  and  free  tenure,  and  between  villein 
The  coxmec-     status  and  yiUcin  tenure.     It  is  probable  that,  daring  the  early 
frank  tenure    period  after  the  Norman  conquest,  the  division  between  free  and 
fftotu8m)t        villein  tenure  accurately  corresponded  with  the  division  of  the 
absolute.         population  in  regard  to  status;   but  the  connection  between 
tenure  and  status,  at  all  events  after  the  earliest  days  of  the 
feudal  system,  was  not  absolute.     (1)  A  free  man  did  not  lose 
his  freedom  by  accepting  lands  to  be  held  by  villein  tenure. 
(Litt.  sects.  172,  174.)     (2)  Not  only  the  grant  of  an  estate  of 
freehold,  but  also  the  grant  of  a  term  of  years,  or  any  fixed 
interest  whatever,  greater  than  a  tenancy  at  will,  by  the  lord  to 
the  villein,  operated  as  an  enfranchisement ;  as  also  did  the 
grant  of  an  annuity,  or  the  giving  of  a  bond,  or  anything 
whereby  the  villein  acquired  the  right  to  maintain  an  action 
against  the  lord.     {Ibid,  sects.  205,  208  ;  and  Lord  Coke's  com- 
ment.)   The  existence  of  these  breaks  in  the  connection  between 
tenure  and  status  is  sufficiently  explained  by  the  leaning  in 
favorem  libertatis,  which  has  from  very  early  times  been  a  marked 
feature  of  English  law.     (AnglicBJura  in  omni  casu  libertati  dant 
favorein,     Co.  Litt.  124  b.) 

DivisionB  of  All  free  or  common  law  tenure  (other  than  spiritual  tenure) 

or  frank,      '  was  either  in  chivalry  or  in  socage,     (Litt.  sect.   118.)     It  is 

tenure.  neccssary  to  restrict  Littleton's  words,  which  are  general,  to  lay 

/  tenure ;  for  franliahnoigne  is  indubitably  entitled  to  rank  as  a 


distinct  third  kind  of  common  law  tenure.     (Co.  Litt.  86  a.) 


/ 

/ 

Tenure  in  (I)  Tenure  in  chivalry  comprised,  until  its  abolition  in  the 

chivalry.  ^^^^  jgg^  ^^j^^j^  ^j^  ^g^^  ^  ^^   jg^g^  ^^  ^j^^  ^UiAxAfy  12 

Car.  2,  c.  24,  the  following  species : — 
1.  Grax^  Sevjeaniy.     (Litt.  sects.  163 — 158,  and  Lord  Coke's 
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comment.)  This  tenure  could  be  of  none  but  the  king. 
(Litt.  sect.  161.)  Its  distinguishing  characteristic  is  the 
nature  of  the  services  to  be  performed  by  the  tenant. 
These  were  always  of  an  honourable  and  dignified  kind, 
closely  connected  with  the  person  or  the  special  service  of 
the  king ;  and  they  were  services  to  be  performed  by  the 
tenant  himself  in  person,  such  as,  "  to  carry  the  banner 
"  of  the  king,  or  his  lance,  or  to  lead  his  army,  or  to  be 
"  his  marshall,  or  to  carry  his  sword  before  him  at  his 
"  coronation,  or  to  be  his  sewer  at  his  coronation,  or  his 
**  carver,  or  his  butler,  or  to  be  one  of  his  chamberlaines 
"  of  the  receipt  of  his  exchequer,  or  to  do  other  like 
"  services."  (litt.  sect.  153.  See  also  Lord  Coke's 
comment  thereon;  and  Mad.  Bar.  Angl.  247.)  The 
oflBce  of  Usher  of  the  Exchequer  was  held  by  grand 
serjeanty.  (Dy.  213  b,  pi.  42.  See  also  iUd.  285  b, 
pi.  39.)  It  will  be  observed  that  the  services  might  be 
either  of  a  useful  kind,  or  merely  omamentaL  On  the 
performance  of  the  service  by  deputy,  when  the  tenant 
was  imable  to  perform  it  in  person,  see  Lord  Coke's 
comment  on  litt.  sect.  157.  Language  has  been  some- 
times used  which  would  seem  to  import  that  this  tenure 
has  not  been  destroyed,  as  a  separate  species,  by  12  Car.  2, 
c.  24.  (For  an  instance  of  this,  see  Lord  EUenborough 
in  Doe  v.  Huntington^  4  East,  271,  at  p.  288.)  But  the 
language  of  the  statute  better  supports  the  view,  that 
grand  serjeanty  has  thereby  been  converted  into  free 
and  common  socage,  retaining  nevertheless  its  honorary 
incidents. 

2.  Homage  Ancestral^  on  which  some  remarks  will  be  made 
shortly.     ( Vide  infra^  p.  13.) 

8.  Knight-service^  commonly  so  called,  of  which  escuage, 
comage,  castle-guard,  &c.,  were  incidental  services.  The 
term  escuage  is  sometimes  used  by  metonymy  to  denote 
the  tenure  of  which  it  was  a  prominent  incident ;  for 
example,  in  litt.  sect.  99.  Escuage  certain,  t.  e.y  payable 
to  a  fixed  amount,  is  sometimes  used  to  denote  socage ;  of 
which  fixity  in  the  extent  of  the  services  lawfully  demandable 
is  the  most  salient  characteristic.     (Co.  litt.  87  a.)     But 
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when  the  term  is  used  without  any  speoifio  addition,  it 
refers  to  knight-service. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  the  present  purpose  to  make  any 
particular  mention  of  the  hurdensome  incidents  of  knight- 
service,  which  were  abolished,  together  with  that  tenure, 
by  the  statute  12  Car.  2,  c.  24. 

Tenure  in  (H)  Tenure  in  socage,  also  styled  free  and  common  socage, 

comprises : — 

1.  Petite  Seijeanty,     (litt.   sects.    159,   160.)     This  tenure 

also  can  be  of  none  but  the  king.  {Ibid.  sect.  161.) 
Sundry  incidents  of  this  tenure  have  been  abolished  by 
the  statute  12  Car.  2,  c.  24,  but  its  name  seems  to  remain. 
(Harg.  n.  1  on  Co.  Litt.  108  b.)  On  the  distinction 
between  grand  and  petite  serjeanty,  see  Co.  Litt.  108  a. 
The  8ei*vices  appertaining  to  petite  serjeanty  were  not 
to  be  performed  by  the  tenant  in  person,  but  consisted 
in  f mmishing  for  the  Ejng's  use  some  small  article  re- 
lating to  war ;  '^  as  a  bow,  a  sword,  a  dagger,  a  knife,  a 
launce,  a  pair  of  gantlets  of  iron,  or  shafts,  and  such 
like."     {Rid.) 

2.  Homage  ^Ancestral  in  Socage.     (See  Litt.  sect.  152.)     This 

tenure  may  be  said  to  have  been  converted  into  mere 
fealty  ancestral  by  the  abolition  of  homage;  but  the 
conditions  under  which  homage  ancestral,  whether  in 
chivalry  or  in  socage,  existed,  make  it  very  improbable 
that  any  specimens  survived  in  practice  till  the  Resto- 
ration. 

3.  Peculiar  species  of  socage,  distinguished  by  the  association 

with  them  of  peculiar  customs ;  as  for  example.  Burgage 
Tenure  (Litt.  sect.  162),  distinguished  by  its  frequent 
connection  vdth  the  custom  of  borough-english,  and  also 
with  a  custom  to  devise  by  will  lands  so  held,  before  the 
first  Statute  of  Wills,  32  Hen.  8,  c.  1 ;  ako  Gavelkind^ 
when  the  word  is  used  to  denote  the  tenure  and  not  the 
attendant  customs.  Other  species  might  perhaps  be 
discriminated,  which  have  not  acquired  distinct  names 
by  reason  of  their  rarity  and  comparative  unimportance. 
But  the  practice  of  distinguishing  between  species  of 
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Bocage  or  other  tenures,  by  their  connection  with  peculiar 
customs  of  inheritance,  is  of  doubtful  propriety ;  because 
an  alteration  in  the  tenure  does  not  effect  any  alteration 
in  the  associated  custom.  ( Vide  infra,  p.  14.)  This  fact 
is  expressed  by  saying,  that  the  custom  inheres  in  the 
land  and  is  not  associated  with  the  tenure.  There  can 
therefore  be  little  propriety  in  regarding  the  custom  as 
a  differentia  for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  between 
speoies  of  tenure. 

4.  Common  Socage,  so  styled  generally,  in  the  absence  of  any 
special  characteristic. 

(ILL)  Frankalmoigne  is  a  species  of  tenure  to  which  the  Tenure  in 
following  conditions  are  necessary : — (1)  that  the  tenant  be  an  moigne. 
ecclesiastical  corporation,  whether  aggregate  or  sole ;  (2)  that  the 
grant  be  made  by  the  words  in  liberam  (or  puram)  eleemosinam, 
or  the  Norman  or  English  equivalents.*  (Co.  Litt.  94  b.)  But 
no  gift  to  be  held  by  this  tenure  can  be  made,  since  the  statute 
of  Quia  JEmptoreSy  except  by  the  crown.  (litt.  sect.  140.) 
Even  a  corporation  sole,  which  in  an  ordinary  grant  would  not 
take  a  fee  simple  without  the  addition  in  the  limitation  of  words 
of  succession,  would  take  a  fee  simple  by  the  use  of  the  word 
frankalmoigne  without  words  of  succession.  (Co.  Litt.  9  b ; 
ibid.  94  b.)  Fealty  was  not  due  to  the  lord.  (Litt.  sect.  135.) 
But  if  by  escheat  the  lordship  passed  to  a  superior  lord  {Ibid. 
Beet.  141),  or  if  by  alienation  the  lands  passed  to  a  new  tenant 
(Ibid.  sect.  139),  fealty  became  due,  and  the  tenure  was  con- 
verted into  socage,  even  though  the  new  tenant  were  an  eccle- 
siastioal  person,  for  the  tenure  of  frankalmoigne  could  only 
subsist  between  donor  and  donee.    (Litt.  sect.  141 ;  2  Inst.  502.) 

No  definite  or  specified  services  could  be  reserved  to  the  lord 

*  Mad.  Fonn.  Angl.  p.  240,  No.  398,  g^ves  a  charter  ascribed  to  about  the  year 
1 135,  where  the  form  is  in  perpetuam  eleinoainam,  which  is  his  usual  spelling  of  the 
last  word.  No.  400  has  only  in  elemotinam.  Afterwards  the  forms,  in  puram  et 
perpetuam  elemoeinam,  in  liberam  et  perpetuam  elemosinam,  and  even  (No.  420)  in 
puram  et  liberam  ae  perpetuam  elemoeinam,  are  found.  Sometimes  the  expression 
naed  is  not  with  the  preposition,  but  the  word  elemoeina  is  put  in  apposition  to 
the  subject  of  the  gift  itself.  In  No.  402  the  gfift  is  styled,  elemoeinam  istam  et 
ewteeeeionem.  In  No.  403  it  is  styled,  elemoeinam  meam  et  oblationem.  In  No.  408 
it  is  styled,  tieuti  puram  elemoeinam  liberam  et  perpetuam. 


12  ON  TENURE. 

on  a  gift  in  frankabnoigne,  but  a  general  obligation  was  implied 
to  Bay  prayers  and  masses  for  the  souls  of  him  and  his  heirs. 
If  any  definite  or  specified  ecclesiastical  service  was  annexed  to 
the  gift,  the  tenure  was  not  properly  frankalmoigne,  but  by 
Divine  Sei-vice.  (litt.  sect.  137.)  Therefore  it  would  be  the 
more  strictly  correct  method  to  treat  frankalmoigne  as  being 
only  one  species  or  sub-division  of  spiritual  tenure,  as  Lord  Coke 
says  the  old  books  did.  (Co.  Litt.  97  a.)  A  reservation  of  a 
secular  service,  such  as  a  rent,  was  void,  as  being  repugnant  to 
the  nature  of  a  grant  purporting  to  be  made  in  frankalmoigne. 
{Ibid.) 

Estates  in  Frankmamoge   (sometimes    vaguely  coupled    with  frankal- 

rij^gQ^  "  moigne,  and  sometimes  erroneously  styled  a  tenure)  is  the 
name,  not  of  a  species  of  tenure,  but  of  a  species  of  estate; 
namely,  an  estate  in  special  tail  given  to  a  man  and  his  wife 
and  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies,  in  consideration  of  the  mar- 
riage and  of  a  near  blood  relationship  between  the  donor  and 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage  ;  which  estate  has  some 
peculiar  characteristics  distinguishing  it  from  an  estate  in  special 
tail  not  limited  upon  those  particular  considerations.  (See  Co. 
litt.  21  b.)  Land  may  be  given  in  frankmarriage  as  well  after 
the  marriage  as  before.     (Dy.  272  b,  pi.  32.) 

Frankmarriage  is  a  word  of  limitation  sufficient  (when  the 
postulated  state  of  the  facts  actually  exists)  to  confer  such  an 
estate  in  special  tail  without  the  word  heirs.  The  fact  that  old 
precedents  of  deeds,  or  charters,  relating  to  feoffments  pur- 
porting to  be  made  in  frankmarriage,  often  contain  words  of 
express  limitation,  may  be  explained,  without  supposing  that 
the  persons  who  made  the  deeds  had  any  doubt  as  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  word  frankmarriage  alone.*  Their  motive  may 
have  been,  to  avoid  the  necessity  for  actual  proof  of  the  relation- 


*  The  examples  of  charters  of  gift  in  frankmarriage  to  be  found  in  Madoz, 
Formulare  Anglieanum,  are  only  three,  No.  146,  p.  79,  No.  146,  p.  80,  and  No.  148, 
p.  81 ;  and  they  aU  contain  words  of  express  limitation.  In  the  first,  the  limi- 
tation is  in  special  tail,  illi  et  htBredibut  qui  de  predietd  Jilid  med  exibunt.  In 
the  other  two,  the  limitation  is  in  the  form  of  a  fee  simple,  nbi  (or  illi)  et  hare- 
dibits  9ui8.  The  expressions  m  maritagio,  in  liberum  maritagium^  and  in  libera 
maritagiOj  are  used  in  the  three  forms  respectively. 
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ship  between  the  parties,  in  case  the  deed  fihould  be  required  as 
evidenoe  of  the  estate. 

At  common  law,  before  the  statute  De  Bonis  had  given  to 
conditional  fees  the  peculiar  oharacteristios  which  have  caused 
them  to  be  distinguished  as  fees  tail  or  estates  tail,  the  estate 
created  by  a  gift  in  frankmarriage  was  a  conditional  fee. 
(1  Bro.  Abr.  359  b,  pi.  %=Franke  marriage^  &c.,  pi.  8.) 

Homage  and  FeaUy  were  not  themselves  tenures,  but  incidents  Hooiage  and 
of  tenure.  Homage  was  due  only  in  respect  of  estates  of  inherit- 
ance  (litt.  sect.  90) ;  and  was  almost  confined  to  tenure  in 
chivalry,  though  it  was  sometimes  found  as  a  rare  incident  of 
socage  tenure.  {Ibid.  sect.  117.)  Fealty  not  only  pertained 
equally  to  chivalry  and  to  socage,  but  by  custom  also  to  copy- 
hold and  customary  tenure,  and  even  to  a  reversion  (Co.  litt. 
93  a) ;  and  it  was  due  in  respect  of  every  estate  and  interest  in 
land,  except  a  common  law  tenancy  at  will ;  that  is,  a  tenancy 
at  will  other  than  the  customary  tenancy  upon  which  copyhold 
tenure  depended.  But  (as  has  above  been  remarked)  fealty  was 
not  due  in  respect  of  lands  held  in  f rankalmoigne.  It  sometimes  Tenure  by 
happened  that  homage,  or  fealty,  was  the  sole  obligation  which  an^^. 
the  tenant  was  bound  to  discharge ;  of  which  the  best  known 
example  is  the  case  of  lands  held  by  homage  ancestral^  where  the 
tenant  and  his  ancestors  had  held  the  land,  either  of  the  same 
lord  and  his  ancestors  or  of  the  same  corporation,  time  out  of 
memory,  by  homage  alone.  (Litt.  sect.  143  ;  Co.  Litt.  102  b.) 
This  tenure  tends  by  its  nature  rapidly  to  become  extinguished ; 
since  it  generally  requires  for  its  validity  a  double  prescription, 
one  on  the  side  of  the  lord  and  the  other  on  the  side  of  the 
tenant ;  and  Lord  Coke  doubted  whether  any  examples  of  it 
were  still  in  being  at  his  day.  (Co.  Litt.  100  b.)  It  is  some- 
times mentioned  as  though  it  had  been  a  special  tenure ;  but 
may  more  properly  be  regarded  as  knight-service  (in  some  rare 
cases,  socage)  which  had  never  been  subject  to  any  other  services, 
or  perhaps,  in  some  cases,  had  practically  lost  the  liability  to 
such  services  by  long  disuse.  Tenure  in  frankalmoigne  (as 
has  above  been  remarked)  might  be  converted  into  socage,  with 
no  service  incident  to  it  except  fealty,  either  by  alienation  of 
the  lands  or  by  escheat  of  the  seignory. 


14 


ON  TENURE. 


Homage  now 
abolished, 
but  fealty 
remains. 


On  gfavelkind 
and  boiougb- 
engluh. 


CnfltomBof 
inheritance  do 
not  depend 
npon  tne 
t^nre. 


GaTeUdnd* 


Homage  was  abolifihed  by  12  Car.  2,  c.  24.  But  fealty  remalnB 
due,  if  demanded ;  though  long  neglect  would,  in  many  oasea, 
make  the  title,  where  it  eziBts  in  inferior  lords,  difficult  to  prove 
in  respect  of  freehold  tenure.  In  the  absence  of  proof  that  the 
tenure  is  of  an  inferior  lord,  the  tenure  is  presumed  to  be  of  the 
Grown,  which  presumption  carries  with  it  the  right  to  the  lands 
upon  an  escheat.  On  admittances  to  copyholds,  where  the  lord's 
right  to  fealty  is  generally  indisputable,  it  is  usual  expressly  to 
respite  the  tenant's  fealty.  But  by  the  custom  of  some  manors, 
the  copyholders  are  not  bound  to  do  fealty.     (litt.  sect  84.) 

Oavelkind  (in  its  usual  sense)  and  borouffh-english  are  not 
tenures,  but  customary  modes  of  descent  affecting  lands  in 
particular  places,  by  virtue  of  which  the  inheritance  of  them 
descends  differently  from  the  course  of  descent  prescribed  by  the 
common  law,  although  the  tenure  is  socage,  and  the  words  of 
limitation  used  to  create  the  estate  are  those  used  to  create 
common  law  fees.  The  word  gavelkind  is  used,  or  confused,  in 
three  different  senses : — (1)  To  denote  the  tenure,  which  is  a 
species  of  socage  having  certain  peculiar  customs  connected  with 
it ;  (2)  to  denote  the  several  particulars  which  together  make 
up  the  custom  of  Kent ;  and  (3)  to  denote  only  the  custom  of 
equal  partition  among  males  upon  a  descent.  (Bob.  Gav.  9.) 
But  it  is  conceived  that  the  word  is  not  properly  used  to  denote 
the  tenure ;  for  the  custom  ''  runs  with  the  land  and  not  with 
the  tenure  "  {Ibid.  p.  80 ;  and  see  pp.  87,  90) ;  and  the  descent 
of  copyholds  subject  to  the  custom  is  not  altered  by  enfranchise- 
ment. {Ibid.  92.)  It  was  the  better  opinion  that  a  fine 
(improperly)  levied  at  common  law  of  gavelkind  lands  in 
ancient  demesne,  did  not  alter  the  course  of  descent,  though 
remaining  unreversed.  (Dy.  72  b,  pi.  4.)  Some  later  writers 
seem  to  use  the  word  gavelkind,  in  conjunction  with  the  word 
tenure,  to  denote  the  custom — a  highly  inappropriate  com- 
bination. In  relation  to  borough-english,  the  name  of  the 
tenure  is  burgage  tenure.  The  custom  of  borough-english, 
however,  is  not  confined  to  boroughs,  but  may  exist  in  manors. 
(See  Roe  v.  Briggs,  16  East,  406.) 

Gavelkind  is  found  as  a  custom  most  commonly,  but  not  exclu- 
sively, in  Kent.    (litt.  sect.  210,  and  Lord  Coke's  comment.)    In 
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that  ooiintyy  though  the  extent  of  the  custom  has  been  ourtailed 
by  31  Hen.  8,  o.  3,  and  other  private  Acts  passed  for  the  dis- 
gayelling  of  partioular  lands,  all  lands  are  still  presumed  to  be 
gavelkind  until  the  oontrarj  is  shown.  (Bob.  Guv.  54.)  The 
tendency  of  this  rule  is  gradually  to  undo  the  effect  of  the 
disgavelling  Acts,  because  lapse  of  time  makes  it  difficult  to 
prove  that  specified  lands  are  included  in  a  specified  Act. 

It  seems  that  the  word  gavelkind  is  not  properly  used  of  Properlj 
lands  affected  by  the  custom  outside  Kent,  such  extended  usage  the  custom  of 
of  the  word  having  been  introduced  only  by  the  disgavelling     ®°*' 
Acts  of  Hen.  8.     (Rob.  Qtiv.  8,  note.)     The  custom  of  Kent 
must,  at  all  events,  from  its  importance,  be  regarded  as  the 
normal  standard  of  gavelkind,  and  all  variations  from  it  as 
being  separate  and  peculiar  customs.     By  this  custom,  the  HowitafiPe«ts 
descent  is  among  all  the  sons  equally,  and,  in  default  of  sons,  to 
all  the  daughters  equally,  and,  in  default  of  children,  to  all  the 
brothers  equally;  the  issue  of  a  deceased  son,  daughter,  or 
brother,  who,  if  living,  would  have  been  entitled  to  partake, 
being  also  entitled  per  stirpes  to  the  share  of  their  deceased 
parent.     {Ibid,  112,  115.) 

The  custom  affects  lands  subject  to  it  in  respect  to  some  other  How  it  other- 
things  besides  descent;  namely,  dower,  curtesy,  alienation  by  lands. 
infants,  and  escheat,  together  with  other  less  important  points, 
some  of  which  are  now  obsolete;  and  the  effect  of  the  disgavelling 
Acts  above  referred  to  is  confined  to  descent  alone,  so  that  the 
custom  still  applies  in  all  other  respects.  (Bob.  Gav.  96.)  The 
peculiar  advantage  of  immunity  from  escheat  upon  attainder  of 
felony,  which  was  formerly  possessed  by  gavelkind  lands  under 
the  custom  of  Kent,  has  disappeared  with  the  general  abolition 
of  escheat  upon  attainder  of  felony  by  33  &  34  Yict.  c.  23. 

Borough-english  is  a  custom  chiefly  found  in  connection  with  Borough- 
lands  held  by  burgage  tenure  within  certain  ancient  boroughs  """^ 
(litt.  sect.  165) ;  which  species  of  socage  does  not  seem  to  be 
affected  by  12  Car.  2,  c.  24.     (Harg.  n.  1  on  Co.  litt.  116  a.) 
The  descent  is  here  to  the  youngest  son^  to  the  exclusion  of  all 
the  other  children.     (litt.  sect.  211.)    Various  species  or  modi- 
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fioations  of  the  custom,  inoluding  its  extension  to  females,  and 
also  to  collateral  descents,  are  also  found.  The  custom  also 
obtains  in  certain  manors.     (Rob.  Guv.  391,  393.) 

Peculiar  customs  of  descent,  for  the  reasons  which  are  stated 
at  p.  203,  infray  are  much  more  commonly  found  in  connection 
with  copyholds  than  with  freehold  lands.  Such  customs  are  not 
extended  to  collateral  descents,  merely  on  proof  of  the  custom 
with  regard  to  direct  descents ;  but  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that, 
in  the  particular  manor,  the  custom  extends  to  the  particular 
kind  of  collateral  descent  under  which  the  claimant  prefers  his 
claim.     {Re  Smarts  Smart  v.  Smarts  18  Ch.  D.  165.) 

Other  peculiar  Other  customs  affecting  the  descent  of  lands,  resembling  those 
descent  in  above  mentioned,  are  found  in  considerable  variety  scattered 
^^^^^'  about  the  kingdom.    It  is  said,  for  example,  that  in  the  borough 

of  Wareham  in  Dorsetshire,  and  in  Taunton  Dean  in  Somerset- 
shire, lands  descend  by  custom  to  both  males  and  females  by 
equal  partition.  (Rob.  Gav.  45.)  The  same  custom  held  good 
of  lands  within  the  city  of  Exeter,  until,  by  a  private  (or  rather, 
local)  Act,  23  EUz.  c.  12,  lands  within  that  city  were  made  in- 
heritable as  lands  at  the  common  law.  (Ibid.)  These  customs 
appear  to  refer  to  freehold  lands.  Lord  Coke  also  mentions  ^'  the 
manner  of  B.  in  the  county  of  Berks,"  in  which,  if  there  be  no 
son,  and  more  than  one  daughter,  the  eldest  daughter  inherits, 
to  the  exclusion  of  her  sisters.*  (Co.  Litt.  140  b.)  The  tenure 
of  freehold  lands  within  such  boroughs  and  manors  may  be 


*  Lord  Coke's  testimonjas  to  the  eldest  daughter  is  clear.  He  then  continues 
— *<  and  if  he  [the  deceased  tenant]  have  no  daughters,  but  sisters,  the  eldest 
sister  by  the  custome  shaU  inherit,  and  sometimes  the  youngest."  These  words 
are  obscure.  They  probably  mean,  that  in  the  same  manor  the  eldest  sister 
inherits,  provided  that  there  are  no  brothers ;  ajid  that  in  some  other  manors 
there  is  a  similar  custom  in  favour  of  the  youngest  daughter  and  the  youngest 
sister,  in  default  of  sons  and  brothers  respectively.  The  manor  referred  to  by 
Lord  Coke  is  no  doubt  the  Manor  of  Bray ;  see  2  Watk.  Ck>p.  480 ;  where  a 
presentment,  dated  the  19th  of  October,  1770,  and  entered  upon  the  Court  Rolls 
of  this  manor,  is  printed  ;  which  states  the  custom  of  descent  iu  similar  terms  to 
those  used  by  Lord  Coke.  The  language  of  the  presentment  is  somewhat  vague, 
but  it  seems  to  refer  to  freeholds.  For  a  curious  customary  descent  of  copyhold* 
within  the  manor  of  Sedgley  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  see  Bvekley  y.  Biekley^ 
L.  B.  4  Eq.  216.  Li  this  case  the  word  descent  was  held  to  signify  a  link  in  the 
pedigree,  without  reference  to  the  question,  whether  it  had,  or  had  not,  been  the 
cause  of  an  actual  deyolution  by  heirship. 
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regarded  as  forming  distmot  spedes  of  socage,  whioh  have  never 
acquired  special  names  by  reason  of  their  rare  occurrence ;  but  it 
is  the  usual  practice  to  regard  such  peculiarities  of  local  custom 
as  being  modifications  of  gavelkind,  if  they  are  associated  with 
a  custom  of  equal  partition,  and  as  modifications  of  borough- 
english,  if  they  are  associated  with  a  custom  of  descent  to  the 
youngest  child.  The  above  mentioned  custom  of  the  manor  in 
Berkshire  cannot  be  brought  under  either  denomination.  Cus-  How  far  suoh 
toms  like  these,  including  the  custom  to  devise  lands  before  the  good. 
passing  of  the  Statutes  of  Wills,  which  are  in  derogation  from 
the  common  law,  may  be  alleged  to  exist  in  counties,  honours, 
cities,  boroughs,  hundreds,  and  manors,  but  not  in  less  im- 
portant places,  such  as  hamlets,  and  towns  other  than  boroughs. 
(Co.  litt.  110  b,  and  Harg.  n.  2  thereon.)  This  last  remark 
does  not  apply  to  customs  favoured  by  the  law,  such  as  a  custom 
to  make  bye-laws  for  repairing  a  church,  or  for  the  well-ordering 
of  common  lands.  (Ibid.)  The  restriction  upon  the  legality  of 
local  customs  is  founded  upon  the  consideration  that,  if  every 
trifling  locality  were  indulged  in  the  use  of  special  customs,  the 
common  law,  which  is  only  the  general  custom  of  the  realm 
(Co.  Litt.  115  b),  would  practiocJly  cease  to  exist.  For  an 
example  of  a  custom  (besides  the  custom  of  Kent)  peculiar  to 
a  county,  see  the  custom  of  the  county  of  Gloucester,  referred  ^ 

to  in  the  statute  De  PrcerogatirA  JRegis,  cited  infra,  p.  35.* 


*  In  the  Year  Book,  14  Hen.  4,  fo.  5,  B.,  customs  peculiar  to  several  counties 
are  mentioned  : — (1)  In  the  county  of  Cornwall,  qw  cheacun  purchasor  doit  payer 
relief;  which  seems  to  mean,  that  every  purchaser  of  lands  paid  a  fine  to  the 
Duke,  under  the  name  of  a  relief,  upon  taking  possession.  (2)  In  the  county  of 
Chester,  the  Prince  Palatine  had  a  fine  for  every  alienation ;  which  also  was 
piobahly  paid  by  the  purchaser.  (3)  The  same  custom  obtained  in  the  county 
of  Durham,  in  favour  of  the  bishop.  These  statements  occur  in  the  case  of 
Mayne  v.  Crote,  ibid.  fo.  2,  in  which  the  custom  of  the  Honour  of  Gloucester  is 
expressly  laid  down,  that  a  fine  is  payable  to  the  lord  on  the  alienation  of  a 
freehold.  S.  G.  tub  nom.  Maynard  v.  Cors,  20  Yin.  Abr.  241s=:Tenure  (B,  a), 
pi.  12  ;  dted,  Damerell  y.  Proiheroe,  16  L.  J.  Q.  B.  1 70,  in  which  case  a  heriot 
due  upon  the  death  of  the  tenant  of  freehold  lands  held  of  the  manor  of  South 
Tawton,  otherwise  Itton,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  was  recovered.  These  fines 
are  probably  the  *'  fines  for  alienation  due'  by  particular  customs  of  particular 
manon  and  places,"  referred  to  in  the  statute  12  Car.  2,  o.  24,  s.  6.  But  see 
7  Yin.  Abr.  190,  pi.  S^Customs,  I,  pi.  8. 
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CHAPTER  n. 

THE  STATUTE  OF  QUIA  EMFTORES. 

Effects  of        By  the  common  law,  ever  since  the  time  when  it  afigumed  the 

aliexifttion  .  , 

upon  the         form  of  a  telerahlj  uniform  and  settled  scheme,*  lands  held  in 
po  ty.   £^  simple  could  be  alienated,  and  upon  alienation  a  tenure 
could,  if  the  parties  chose,  be  created  between  the  feoffor  and 
feoffee.     (2  Inst.  65.)     Unless  the  alienation  extended  to  the 
whole  of  the  lands  in  the  same  teniu^,  the  feofFee  could  not, 
by  the  mere  act  of  the  parties,  be  made  to  hold  of  the  chief 
lord ;    because  the  tenant  had  no  right  to  divide  the  lord's 
seignory  without  his  consent.     (Co.  Litt.  43  a.)     The  creation 
of  a  sub-tenure  in  lands  held  for  a  fee  simple  is  commonly 
styled  sub-infeudation ;   and  this  was  the  form  under  which 
alienation  was  usually  effected  during  the  early  stages  of  the 
feudal  polity.     For  several  generations  such  alienations  were 
common ;  and  though  some  restriction  was  placed  upon  aliena- 
tion by  Magna  Carta,  further  referred  to  in  the  next  following 
paragraph,  it  is  evident  from  the  complaints  made  by  the 
superior  lords,  that  the  practice  of  creating  sub-tenancies  and 
mesne  lordships  was  not  seriously  checked.     We  gather  from 
the  preamble  to  the  statute  of  Quia  EmptoreSj  18  Edw.  1,  that 
this  alienation  by  the  creation  of  a  sub-tenure  might  deprive 
the  chief  lords  of  the  ^^escheatSj  marriages  and  tcardships  of 
lands  and  tenements  belonging  to  their  fees."    The  explana* 
tion  t  of  the  lord's  complaint  is  possibly  as  follows : — Though 

*  Various  strange  things  are  cited  by  Lord  Coke  out  of  what  he  calls  the 
''  ancient  law  of  England."  See,  for  example,  the  restrictions  on  alienation  dted 
oat  of  Glanvile,  in  6  Bep.  at  p.  17  d.  Also  the  notion  that  leasee  might  not  be 
granted  for  a  longer  term  than  forty  years.  (Co.  Litt.  45  b,  ad  /».,  referred  to, 
p.  64,  infra.)  These  things  probably  had  a  historical  basis.  (Eeeve,  1  Hist. 
Eng.  Law,  pp.  42,  43.)  But  they  stand  out  of  all  relation,  not  only  to  the  modem 
■  law,  but  to  the  foundations  upon  which  the  modem  law  rests. 

t  Blackstone  says  that  the  wardships,  &c.  fell  into  the  hands  of  the  mesne 
lords.  (2  Bl.  Com.  91.)  There  seems  to  be  here  some  confusion.  What  the 
superior  lord  was  entitled  to  was  the  wardship  of  his  own  tenant,  the  mesne  lord, 
not  of  the  mesne  lord's  tenant ;  and  the  wardship  of  the  mesne  lord  could  not 
possibly  f  aU  into  the  mesne  lord's  hand. 
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the  lord  might  always  at  oommon  law  distrain  upon  the  whole 
land  for  his  services  in  arrear  (2  Inst.  65),  and  also,  under  the 
Statutes  of  Gloucester  and  Westminster  2,  might  reoover  the 
lands  hy  writ  of  cessavit^  yet  he  would  lose  the  benefit  of 
esehecUSy  marriages^  and  tcardshipSy  if  his  own  tenant,  having 
infeoffed  a  sub-tenant,  should'  simply  disappear,  so  that  the 
happening  of  the  oooasions  upon  whioh  those  benefits  arose 
would  not  be  known ;  or  if,  on  oooasion  of  the  feoffment,  no 
Yttluable  servioee  had  been  reserved,  so  that  the  wardship  of  the 
tenant  was  the  unlucrative  wardship  of  a  person  entitled  to 
nothing  but  a  bare  seignory. 

Notwithstanding  the  lord's  right  at  common  law  to  distrain  Remedj  at- 
for  the  services,  the  latest  version*  of  Magna  Carta^  9  Hen.  3,  Magna  Carta. 
c  32,  provided  an  additional  protection  for  him,  by  forbidding 
the  tenant  to  alienate  more  than  would  leave  enough  to  answer 
the  services.    This  enactment  was  probably  due  to  the  same 
motives  which  afterwards  prompted  the  enactment  of   Quia 
Emptores.     (2  Inst.  66.)     The  remedy  afforded  by  a  common 
law  right  of  distress,  under  which  chattels  might  be  seized  but 
could  not  be  sold,  was  very  imperfect.    The  mischief  specified  QuiaFmptorea. 
in  the  preamble  to  Quia  JEmptores,  since  it  sprang  rather  from 
the  method  of  sub-inf eudation  than  from  the  mere  passing  of 
the  lands  into  the  hands  of  a  new  tenant,  was  appropriately 
met  by  removing  all  restraint  from  alienation,  and  at  the  same 
time  absolutely  forbidding  the  practice  of  sub-infeudation. 

The  statute  (cap.  1)  enacts,  *^  That  from  henceforth  it  shall  be 
lawful  to  every  free  man  to  sell  at  his  own  pleasure  his  lands 
and  tenements,  or  part  of  them,  so  that  the  feoffee  shall  hold 
the  same  lands  or  tenements  of  the  chief  lord  of  the  same  fee  by 
such  service  and  customs  as  his  feoffor  held  before."  Here  the 
word  customs  means  the  same  as  services,     (2  Inst.  502.) 

The  statute  (cap.  2)  provides  for  apportionment  of  the  services  Apportion- 
on  alienation  of  a  part  only  of  the  lands.  But  this  applies  only  ^^oos  on 
to  services  which  are  in  their  nature  divisible.     Of  services  alienation. 


•  Conilrmed  hy  dharier  of  Inapeximus  by  Edw.  1,  in  the  26th  year  of  his 
reign ;  and  therefore  printed  nnder  25  Edw.  1  in  Stat.  Bev.  at  Vol.  I.,  p.  84. 
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which  do  not  admit  of  apportionment,  some  are  due,  after 
alienation,  from  each  tenant ;  some  are  due  from  one  only ;  and 
some  are,  and  some  are  not,  extinguished  on  the  purchase  of  a 
portion  of  the  land  by  the  lord.  {Bruerton'a  CasCy  6  Eep.  1 ; 
TalboVs  CcufCj  8  Rep.  104.)  The  apportionment  is  to  be  made 
acoording  to  the  value  {pro  partkulA  secundum  quantitatem 
mloris)^  and  not  according  to  the  quantity  of  the  land.  (2  Inst. 
503,  604.) 
The  statute  (cap.  3)  extends  only  to  lands  held  in  fee  simple. 


The  statute 
does  not  bind 
the  crown. 


This  statute  did  not  exempt  the  tenants  of  the  crown  in 
capite  from  the  necessity  of  procuring  the  king's  licence  to 
alienate,  because  the  king's  rights,  he  not  being  specially  named, 
are  not  aflEected  by  the  statute.  (Co.  litt.  43  b.)  Therefore, 
(1)  if  the  tenant  in  capite  aliened  without  licence,  the  crown 
could  distrain  for  a  fine  upon  the  land  (Fitzh.  N.  B.  175  A) ; 
and,  (2)  upon  such  unlicensed  alienation,  the  services  were  not 
apportioned,  but  the  crown  could  distrain  upon  any  of  the 
tenants  for  the  whole  services.  {Ihid.  235  A.)  The  king's 
right  to  the  fine  seems  to  have  been  derived  from  Mag.  Cart, 
cap.  32.     (Co.  litt.  43  b.) 


But  it  seems 
to  bind  the 
tenants  in 
capite. 


Blackstone  seems  to  have  thought  that  the  statute  did  not 
exteod  to  the  tenants  of  the  crown  in  capite^  in  the  sense  that 
they  might  subsequently  create  de  novo  a  tenure  in  fee  simple  to 
be  holden  of  themselves.  (2  Bl.  Com.  91.)  But  it  is  perhaps 
uncertain  whether  he  adverted  to  the  distinction  between  the 
different  senses  which  the  words  "  extend  to  "  may  bear.  The 
statute  has  two  aspects,  one  in  so  far  as  it  enables  the  tenant  to 
alienate,  the  other  in  so  far  as  it  disables  him  from  creating  de 
novo  a  tenure  in  fee  simple  to  be  held  of  himself.  The  statuto 
did  not  enable  the  tenants  in  capite  to  alienate  as  against  the 
crown ;  and  in  this  sense  it  may  be  said  that  the  statute  did  not 
"  extend  to "  the  tenants  in  capite^  though  it  would  be  more 
strictly  correct  to  say,  that  the  statute  did  not  extend  to  the 
crown.  This  proposition  is,  in  fact,  the  import  of  the  passages 
cited  in  the  last  preceding  paragraph  from  Fitzherbert.  But  it 
does  not  follow  that  the  statute  did  not  extend  to  the  tenants 
in  capite^  meaning  thereby  that  it  failed  to  restrain  them  from 
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creatmg  de  novo  a  tenure  in  fee  simple.  The  question  seems  to 
be  at  this  day  of  no  practical  importance ;  for  Blackstone  held 
that  in  any  case  the  efEect  of  the  statutes  17  Edw.  2,*  De  PrcB- 
rogativd  Regisy  c.  6,  and  34  Edw.  3,  c.  15,  is  to  invalidate  all 
sub-infeudations  by  the  tenants  in  capite  of  later  date  than  the 
commencement  of  the  reign  of  Edward  I. 

The  inference  may,  perhaps,  be  too  hasty,  that  "  aU  manors  How  far 
existing  at  this  day  must  have  existed  as  early  as  King  Edward  ^^^  ^^® 
the  first."     (2  Bl.  Com.  92.)     Charters  have  been  granted  by  the  *^«  atatute. 
crown,  and  confirmed  by  parliament,  empowering  subjects  to 
create  manors  since  that  date ;  of  which  an  example  is  to  be 
found  in  the  case  of  Dehcherok  v.  Delacherots,  11  H.  L.  C.  62. 
In  that  case  the  land  to  which  the  charter  had  reference  was  in 
Ireland,  and  the  confirmation  was  of  course  by  the  Irish  parlia- 
ment.    There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  aided  by  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  English  or  British  parliament,  a  charter  authorizing 
the  creation  de  novo  of  manors  in  England  would  be  valid.    Nor 
is  it  at  all  clear,  that  such  confirmation  is  necessary.    Lord  Coke 
expressly  affirms,  that  the  statute  may  be  dispensed  with,  by 
consent  of  the  crown  and  all  the  mesne  lords.     (Co.  Litt.  98  b ; 
2  Inst  501.t) 

The  practical  result  of  the  partial  restraint  upon  alienation  Alienation, 
imposed  by  Mag.  Cart.  cap.  32,  was,  that  lords  exacted  a  fine  free  by  the 
upon  alienation  as  the  price  of  their  consent,  without  which  ^***^*®- 
their  tenants  could  not  make  a  safe  title.    The  right  to  such 
fines  was  abolished,  so  far  as  the  tenants  of  common  persons 
are  ooncemed,  by  the  statute  of  Quia  JEmptores.    But,  as  above 
mentioned,  the  tenants  of  the  crown  in  capite  acquired  by  the 
statute  of  Quia  Emptores  no  rights  as  against  the  crown ;  and 
therefore  fines  upon  alienation  continued  to  be  due  from  the 
tenants  in  capite^  until  expressly  abolished  by  12  Car.  2,  c.  24. 

*  This  Btatate  is  of  nnoertain  dato.  (1  Stat.  Bev.  131.)  The  passage  referred 
to  hj  Blackstone  is  not  printed  in  Stat.  Bev.  It  eeems  to  be  cap.  7,  as  given  in 
Baatliby,  ed.  by  Tomlms,  1811,  Vol.  1,  p.  874.  The  34  Edw.  3,  c.  15,  is  printed, 
1  Stat.  Ber.  204. 

t  See  also  Bro.  Abr.  Tenures,  pi.  2.  ^^  Car  ceo  [etatuW]  fuytfait  in  advantage 
de  eux,  et  idea  ib  potent  dispenser  ove  eeo,*'  Also  Fitsh.  N.  B.  211, 1 ;  where  thQ 
Mine  reaaon  is  ^ven, 
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One  effect  of  the  introduotion  of  common  recoveries  into 
general  practice,  was,  that  the  king's  tenants  in  capite  acquired 
power  to  alienate  their  lands,  under  pretence  of  a  paramount 
title  in  the  demandant,  without  compounding  with  the  crown 
for  fines  on  cdienation.  The  statute  32  Hen.  8,  o.  1,  s.  15, 
accordingly  enacted,  that  fines  for  alienation  should  be  paid 
upon  obtaining  writs  of  entry  for  suffering  common  recoveries. 
(Cruise,  2  Fines  &  Eec.  17.) 


Effect  of  the 
statute. 


It  is  the  general  effect  of  the  statute  of  Quia  UmptoreSj  so 
often  as  a  mesne  tenure  for  a  fee  simple  is  extinguished  by 
union  of  the  land  and  the  lordship  in  the  same  hands,  to  pre- 
vent the  mesne  tenure  from  being  ever  again  revived  by  any 
act  of  the  parties.  Thus,  by  the  gradual  extinction  of  the 
mesne  tenures,  the  seignory  of  all  freehold  lands  held  for  a  fee 
simple  tends  to  become  concentrated  in  the  crown. 


A  tennre  can       A  tenure  can  still  be  created  between  donor  and  donee  of 

still  be  ,         , 

created,  lands  to  be  held  m  tail,  or  for  any  less  estate  of  freehold.     On  a 

by°a  revCTsion.  P^  ^  ^^>  ^^^  reversion  in  fee  remaining  in  the  donary  the  tenure 
is  necessarily  between  donor  and  donee,  and  cannot,  even  by 
express  tenendum^  be  created  between  the  donee  and  the  superior 
lord  of  the  donor.  But  if  on  a  settlement  the  whole_fee  passes 
out  of  the  settlor,  the  tenure,  even  as  regards  particular  estates 
carved  out  of  the  fee,  is  executed  by  the  statute  in  the  superior 
lord.  (2  Inst.  605.  See  also  litt.  sect.  215  ;  Perk.  sect.  637. 
To  this  effect  also  is  the  decision  in  Dy.  362  b,  pi.  19.) 
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OHAPTEE  in. 

THE   STATUTE   12   CAR.   2,   C.   24. 

This   loosely-drawn    statate,  like   the   Statute   of  Frauds,  is 
plausibly  ascribed   to   Lord  Hale — a  report  which  Hargrave 
would  willingly  discredit.     (Harg.  n.  1  on  Oo.  litt.  108  a.) 
Its  language  is  marked  by  an  iteration,  always  inept  and  some- 
times perversely  maladroit,  which  is  a  surprising  feature  of  such 
authorship.      By  it  (1)  the  Court  of  Wards  and  Liveries  is  Bnidfinsome 
abolished,  and  the  burdensome  incidents  of  knight-service  and  tenure  in 
of  socage  in  capite^  including  fines   for  alienations,  are  dis-  °]^7*^"^*^ 
chained  as  from  24th  February,  1645,  since  which  date  the  abolished. 
Court  of  Wards  and  Liveries  had  ceased  to  hold  sittings ;  (2)  all 
tenures,  whether  of  the  king  or  of  any  person  or  corporation, 
are  turned  into  free  and  common  socage  as  from  the  same  day ; 
(3)  all  conveyances  and  devises  of  any  hereditaments  made  since 
the  same  day  are  to  be  expounded  as  if  the  same  hereditaments 
had  been  then  held  in  free  and  conmion  socage;  (4)  certain 
statutes  passed  for  the   establishment  and  regulation  of  the 
aboliBhed  court  are  repealed ;  (5)  all  tenures  thenceforward  to 
be  created  are   to   be  and  to  be  adjudged  free  and  common 
socage  only.     (Sects.  1 — 4.) 

The  savings  out  of  the  Act  require  more  particular  mention.    Sayings. 

1.  The  Act  does  not  take  away  rents  certain,  heriots  or  suits 

of  court  belonging  or  incident  to  any  former  tenure  now 
taken  away  or  altered  by  virtue  of  this  Act,  or  other 
services  incident  to  tenure  in  common  socage,  or  the 
fealty  and  distresses  incident  thereunto.     (Sect.  6.) 

2.  The  Act  does  not  take  away  fines  for  alienation  due  by 

particular  customs  of  particular  manors  and  places,  other 
than  fines  for  alienation  of  lands  or  tenements  holden 
immediately  of  the  king  in  capite.     (Sect.  6.) 
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3.  The  Aot  does  not  take  awaj  tenures  in  frankalmoigne,  or 

subject  them  to  any  greater  or  other  servioes  than  they 
then  were  subject  to ;  nor  does  it  alter  or  change  any 
tenure  by  copy  of  court-roll  or  any  services  incident 
thereunto ;  nor  does  it  take  away  the  honorary  services  of 
grand  serjeanty.  (Sect.  7.)  But  there  is  no  saving  of 
the  last-mentioned  tenure. 

4.  Nothing  in   the  Act  is  to  infringe  or  hurt  any  title  of 

honour,  feudal  or  other,  by  which  any  person  hath  or 
may  have  right  to  sit  in  the  Lords'  House  of  Parliament, 
as  to  lus  or  their  title  of  honour  or  sitting  in  parliament, 
and  the  privilege  belonging  to  them  as  peers.    (Sect.  10.) 

Effect  of  the        By  the  conversion  of    all  lay  frank-tenements  into  socage 
right  to  tenements,  it  followed  that  every  freehold  tenant  acquired  the 

eviae.  right  to  devise  all  lands  held  by  him  for  a  fee  simple,  which 

right  had  been  given  by  the  Statutes  of  Wills,  32  Hen,  8,  c.  1, 
and  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  only  partially  to  tenants  by  knight- 
service,  but  completely  to  tenants  in  socage. 

It  seems  clear  that,  since  the  passing  of  this  statute,  no  lay 
frank-tenure  other  than  socage  can  be  created,  even  by  the 
crown,  without  the  assent  and  confirmation  of  parliament. 


X 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

TENURE  BY  CUSTOM  OF  THE  MANOR  (cOPYHOLD  TENURE). 

Customary  tenure  may  be  said  to  exist  by  virtue  of  the  oommon  Origin  of 
law,  in  a  sense  which  is  applicable  to  all  matters  which  the  com-  t^uw."^ 
mon  law  does  not  forbid  to  exist ;  *  but  this  merely  pennissive 
^nse  is  evidently  opposed  to  the  active  sense  in  which  common 
law  tenure  is  said  to  exist  by  virtue  of  the  common  law.  The 
analogous  active  cause  of  the  existence  of  customary  tenure  is 
local  custom ;  and  particularly  those  local  customs  which  regu- 
lated the  terms  upon  which  villein  tenants  were  permitted  to 
hold  land.  Thus  Littleton  says,  that  ''  tenure  in  villenage  is 
most  properly,  when  a  villeine  holdeth  of  his  lord,  to  whom  he  is 
a  villeine,  certaine  lands  or  tenements  according  to  the  custome  of 
the  manner,  or  otherwise,  at  the  will  of  his  lord,  and  to  doe  to 
his  lord  villeine  service."  (litt.  sect.  172.)  It  does,  indeed,  also 
appear  from  Littleton's  language,  that  lands  not  parcel  of  any 
manor  belonging  to  the  lord  of  whom  they  were  held,  might  be 
held  in  something  called  villenage ;  and  by  a  tenant  who  was 
not  the  lord's  villein,  or  not  a  viUein  at  all,  but  a  free  man.  But 
for  all  practical  purposes  copyhold  tenure  not  only  does  n9W,. 
bat  probably  always  did,  exhaust  the  whole  extent  of  villein 
teirare  or  tenure  in  villenage ;  and  originally  the  viUein  tenants 
throughout  the  kingdom  were  probably  conterminous  with  the 
viOeroB  by  status.t     Yillein  tenure,  if  it  was  ever  accepted  by 


*  "  "Wliatever  ia  not  hy  atatate,  nor  against  law,  may  be  said  to  be  at  the 
ommnon  law."    Baoon,  Uses,  22. 

t  It  is  a  xemarkable  oiiomnstanoe,  which  seems  to  have  passed  without 
lemaxk,  that  in  his  commentary  on  litt.  sect.  73,  Lord  Coke  dtes  the  words 
"  certaine  tmemsnt§,"  as  though  they  were  the  words  of  Littleton.  Littleton's 
words,  as  translated  by  Lord  Coke,  are,  "  certaine  UnanttJ**  What  follows 
■hows  plainly  that  the  substitution  was  not  due  to  a  clerical  eiror.  Littleton 
connects  the  tenoie  with  ataivt.  To  Lord  Coke  this  idea  was  so  unfamiliar,  that 
he  unconsciously  substitutes  a  phrase  which  connects  it  with  the  pariieular 
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free  men  of  lands  not  paroel  of  the  manor,  would  differ  from 
villein  tenure  bj  ciistom  of  the  manor  in  two  important  respects : 
(1)  that  the  grant  was  not  made  or  evidenced  by  copy  of  court 
roll ;  (2)  that  there  existed  no  custom  to  prevent  the  lord  from 
asserting  his  right  at  common  law  to  eject  the  tenant,  who  was 
only  his  tenant  at  will,  whenever  he  would.  So  far  as  such  a 
relation  between  lord  and  tenant  ever  existed,  it  could  have 
been  nothing  more  than  a  contract  for  hiring,  determinable  at 
the  will  of  either  party  (the  tenant  by  hypothesis  not  being  the 
villein  of  the  lord)  which  can  be  termed  a  tenure  only  by  vague 
analogy  to  the  true  villein  tenure  by  custom  of  the  manor,  with 
which  it  shared  two  prominent  characteristics : — (1)  that  the 
estate,  or  interest,  to  which  it  related  was  only  a  tenancy  at 
will ;  and  (2)  that  the  services  due  in  respect  thereof  were  of  a 
kind  conventionally  reputed  to  be  below  the  dignity  of  a  free 
man.  But  from  early  times  it  has  been  no  unknown  thing  for 
free  men  to  accept  a  tenancy  of  copyholds ;  and  no  notion  of 
villein  status  has  for  several  centuries  been  attached  to  this 
tenure. 

Its  character*       Copyhold  tenure  is  distinguished  by  the  following  charac- 
teristics : — 

1.  The  estates  to  which  it  relates  are  legal  estates,  i.e,y  the 

custom  of  the  manor  is,  and  for  centuries  has  been, 
recognized  by  the  courts,  even  of  law,  as  conferring  a 
right,  though  the  tenure  is  not  by  the  common  law,  and 
the  estate  is  not  freehold.  The  recognition  of  the  fixity 
of  the  tenure  may  be  traced  very  high  in  the  history 
of  England.  (See  Litt.  sect.  77,  and  Lord  Coke's  com- 
ment ;  Beeves,  3  Hist.  Eng.  Law,  312,  313.) 

2.  The  quantum  and  mode  of  devolution  of  the  tenant's  estate 

are  governed  by  the  custom  of  the  particular  manor  of 
which  the  lands  are  paroel ;  but  generally  the  custom 
foUows  the  common  law ;  so  that  (1)  the  utmost  quantum 


lands  liabitaally  demified  }sy  the  custom;  and  he  proceeds,  aooordmgly,  to 
discuss  what  thingt  are  so  demiseable.  This  fact,  perhaps,  points  to  a  change  in 
the  way  of  yiewing  this  kind  of  tenure.  Origfinally,  copyholds  may  hare  been 
any  lands  held  by  the  Tilleins  ;  and  afterwards  the  characteristics  of  the  tenure 
became  attached  to  the  particular  lands  which  were  usually  so  held. 
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of  the  estate  is  generally  equal  in  quantum  to  a  fee 
simple,  and  it  admits,  to  the  same  extent  as  a  fee  simple, 
of  being  cut  up  into  particular  estates  followed  by  r«- 
mainders ;  and  (2)  the  customary  heir  is  generally  iden- 
tical with  the  heuvat-law.  *  In  spite  of  the  difficulty,  or 
impossibility,  of  seeing  how,  when  the  law  presumes 
eyeiy  custom  to  have  been  in  existence  at  the  beginning 
of  the  reign  of  Eichard  I.,  a  custom  to  intail  copyholds  EntaUs  of 
can  have  sprung  up  since  the  statute  De  Donis^f  it  is 
settled  law  that  a  custom  to  intail  copyholds  may  exist 
and  is  a  good  custom.  Entails  of  copyholds  of  manors 
in  which  there  is  no  custom  to  intail,  give  rise  to  cus- 
tomary conditional  fees,  which  are  analogous  to  condi- 
tional fees  at  common  law. 

3.  The  legal  estate  is  acquired  by  admittance;  the  title  to 

admittanoe  being  acquired  by  surrender  according  to  the 
custom  (generally  into  the  lord's  hands)  to  the  use  of 
the  surrenderee.  But  an  admittance  made  upon  and 
subseqnentiy  to  a  valid  surrender,  relates  back  to  the 
time  of  the  surrender,  and  displaces  all  estates  created  or 
attempted  to  be  created  by  the  suirenderor  subsequently 
to  the  surrender.  {Bemon  v.  Scott ^  4  Mod.  251,  Garth. 
275, 3  Lev.  385.) 

4.  Copyholds  held  for  a  customary  fee  simple,  escheat  to  the 

lord  on  a  failure  of  heirs  of  the  tenant,  in  a  manner 
analogous  to  the  escheat  of  common  law  lands.  And 
curtesy  and  dower  are  commonly  allowed  by  the  custom 
to  the  surviving  husband  and  wife  respectively ;  but 
frequently  with  a  variation  from  the  common  law  custom 
afl  regards  the  quantity  of  land  assigned  and  the  condi- 
tions on  which  it  is  held.  Dower  out  of  customary 
inheritances  is  usually  BkyieA.  free-bench. 

5.  If  copyholds  come  to  the  lord's  hands  by  forfeiture  or 

escheat,  he  may  keep  them  in  hand  for  any  length  of 


*  '^  A  oopjhold  shall  deeoend  aooording  to  the  oommon  roles  of  the  law,  nnless 
pazticalar  oostom  alter  and  order  it  otherwise."  Per  Eyres,  J.,  in  King  r. 
JHUittan,  1  Show.  E.  B.  83,  at  p.  84. 

t  See  the  aigoment  of  Sir  Boger  Manwood,  in  SeydonU  Ctue^  8  Rep.  7,  at 
p.  8  b,  referred  to  in  the  chapter  on  fees  tail,  i^fra^  p.  272. 
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time  without  prejudice  to  his  power  of  granting  them 
by  copy.  (Co.  Litt.  58  b.)  But  if  he  should  once  grant 
them  by  any  other  kind  of  assurance,  the  copyhold 
tenure  is  for  ever  destroyed  and  incapable  of  being 
restored.  {Frenches  Ca%e^  4  Rep.  31.)  This  is  usually 
expressed  by  saying  that  the  "  demiseable  quality  "  of 
the  lands  is  destroyed.  But  such  a  grant,  if  made  by  a 
lord  having  a  less  estate  than  a  fee  simple,  is  not  an 
absolute  destruction  of  the  demiseable  quality ;  but  only 
suspends  the  demiseable  quality  during  the  time  of  the 
lord's  ownership.     (1  Scriv.  Cop.  15, 16.) 

As  we  have  seen,  this  tenure  and  all  services  incident  thereto 
are  expressly  saved  by  the  12  Car.  2,  o.  24. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

COPYHOLD  TENUBE  BY  THE  CUSTOM  OF  ANCIENT  DEMESNE 

(CUSTOMABY  FREEHOLDS). 

In  some  manors,  ohiefly,  though  it  seems  not  exclusivelj,  those  Origin  of  the 
of  andent  demesne  {de  antiquo  dominico)^  copyhold  tenure  is 
f onnd  under  a  peculiar  form :  some  of  the  tenants  holding  only 
by  copy  of  the  court-roll,  and  being  expressed  to  hold  by  the 
custom  of  the  manor,  but  not  at  the  will  of  the  lord.  The  manors 
so  styled  are  those  mentioned  in  Domesday  as  being  in  the 
hands  of  Edward  the  Confessor,  or  William  the  Conqueror 
(2  Inst.  642 ;  4  Inst.  269) ;  and  they  are  reputed  by  the  law 
to  be  ancient  patrimonial  possessions  of  the  crown,  which  were 
properly  kept  in  the  king's  own  hands,  to  provide  a  revenue  for 
maintaining  the  royal  dignity,  while  other  manors  and  honours, 
when  by  escheat  or  forfeiture  they  came  to  the  crown,  were 
usually  after  no  long  time  granted  out  to  a  new  tenant.  The 
omission  from  these  grants  of  the  declaration,  usual  in  grants 
of  copyholds,  that  their  tenancy  is  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  gives 
to  the  customary  inheritances  arising  under  such  grants  an  air 
of  greater  dignity,  though  not  of  greater  security,  than  is  pos- 
sessed by  ordinary  copyholds.  The  lands  are  usually  styled 
customary  freeholds^  and  the  interest  of  the  tenant  is  often  styled 
tenant  right.  Lord  Coke  seems  to  have  thought  that  they  were  The  tenure  is 
actually  freeholds.  (Co.  Cop.  sect.  32=  Co.  Law  Tr.  p.  58 ;  S^holdf 
and  see  also  Co.  Litt.  49  a ;  ibid.  59  b ;  5  Eep.  84  b.)  Of 
course,  in  a  place  like  England,  which  affords  an  endless 
variety  of  circumstances  relating  to  the  tenancy  of  lands,  cases 
occur  of  a  doubtful  complexion ;  in  which  it  is  impossible  to 
predict  with  certainty  the  decision  at  which  the  courts  would 
arrive.  For  example,  it  cannot  be  laid  down  as  being  free  from 
doubt,  that  the  mere  fact  of  the  tenants  being  accustomed  to 
accept  adnuttanoe,  would^  in  the  absence  of  holding  by  copy  of 
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oourt-roll  acoording  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  su£Boe  to  prove 
the  tenure  to  be  copyhold.  But  where  the  three  things  are 
found  together,  (1)  holding  by  copy,  (2)  €UKX)rding  to  the 
custom,  and  (3)  admittance  by  the  lord,  the  lands  so  held 
appear  to  share  with  ordinary  copyholds  all  the  most  essential 
characteristics  of  copyhold  tenure. 

As  previously  shown,  no  land  in  England,  not  being  in  the 
king's  hands,  can  be  without  a  common  law  tenant  of  the  free- 
hold. It  is  almost  superfluous  to  say  that,  in  the  case  of  ordinary 
copyholds,  the  common  law  tenant  is  the  lord,  and  the  common 
law  seisin  is  in  him.  (See  Litt.  sect.  81 ;  the  second  resolution 
in  Keen  v.  Kirhyy  1  Mod.  199 ;  also  Lovell  v.  Lovelly  3  Atk.  11, 
And  the  at  p.  12.)     Besides  Lord  Coke,  several  of  the  older  writers  have 

seism  IS  in       doubted,  Or  denied,  the  application  of  the  same  doctrine  to 
the  lord.  customary  freeholds.   (See  Eatchin,  Jurisdictions,  5th  ed.  p.  161 ; 

2  Vent.  144 ;  Garth.  432 ;  Ambl.  301 ;  1  Atk.  474 ;  Hughs  v. 
Harrys,  Cro.  Cor.  229 ;  Crowther  v.  Oldfieldy  Ld.  Eaym.  1225, 
Salk.  364,  Holt,  146.)  But  it  seems  now  to  be  settled  beyond 
doubt,  that,  in  cases  where  the  tenancy  is  by  copy  of  the  oourt- 
roU,  and  is  expressed  to  be  acoording  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  and  admittance  is  required  in  order  to  complete  the  title 
to  the  legal  estate,  these  so-called  customary  freeholds  are  essen- 
tially copyholds,  and  that  of  them  the  seisin  is  in  the  lord.  It 
then  follows,  as  in  the  case  of  other  copyholds,  that,  unless  a 
special  custom  can  be  proved  in  favour  of  the  tenant,  the  timber 
and  minerals  belong  to  the  lord. 

The  observation  of  Lord  Coke,  which  occurs  in  the  passage 
above  cited  from  the  Compleat  Copyholder,  that  ^^  these  kind  of 
copyholders  have  the  frank-tenure  in  them,  and  it  is  not  in 
their  lords,  as  in  case  of  copyholds  in  base-tenure,"  is  explained 
by  Blackstone  (somewhat  disingenuously,  for  there  can  be  no 
reasonable  doubt  that  Lord  Coke  meant  simply  what  he  said, 
and  would  have  repudiated  Blackstone's  explanation)  as  refer- 
ring to  the  interest  of  the  tenant  in  the  land,  and  not  to  the 
tenure.  (1  Bl.  Law  Tracts,  146=  3rd  ed.  228.)  He  adds  the 
following  arguments,  urged  with  much  force  and  ingenuity,  to 
show  that  the  tenure  is  essentially  copyhold : — {a)  That  the 
modes  of  alienation  in  use  with  regard  to  these  lands  are  inap- 
propriate to  freeholds ;  {b)  that  the  tenants  can  only  sue  in  the 
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oomt  baron  by  -writ  of  right  dose ;  (c)  that  the  lands  are  liable  to 
forfeiture  for  oanses  and  in  a  manner  inoompatible  with  free- 
hold tenure ;  (d)  that  the  tenants  are  not  members  of  the  oounty 
oonrt,  and  were  exempted  from  contributing  towards  the  ex- 
penses of  the  knights  of  the  shire ;  and  {e)  that  the  tenure  in 
question,  since  it  undoubtedly  continues  to  exist,  must  be  one 
of  the  three  following :  free  and  common  socage,  frankalmoigne, 
or  copyhold ;  all  others  having  been  destroyed  by  the  12  Car.  2, 
0.  24 ;  while  the  difficulty  of  supposing  it  to  be  either  of  the 
two  first-mentioned  tenures  is  obvious.  {Ibid,  159=3rd  ed. 
236 ;  and  see  on  the  subject  generally,  Stephenson  v.  JK//,  3 
BuiT.  1273 ;  Burrell  v,  Dodd,  3  Bos.  &  P.  378 ;  Doe  v.  Hunting' 
ion^  4  East,  271 ;  Hoe  v.  Vertiony  5  East,  51 ;  Doe  v.  DanverSy 
7  Bast,  299  ;  Brou^n  v.  Rawlimy  7  East,  409.) 

The  publication  of  Blackstone's  tract  was  shortly  followed  by 
the  passing  of  the  statute  31  Geo.  2,  c.  14,  which  gave  practical 
effect  to  his  conclusions,  by  enacting  that  no  person  holding  by 
copy  of  court-roll  should  be  entitled  to  vote  at  the  election  of 
knights  of  the  shire.  In  a  postscript  added  to  the  first  collected 
edition  of  the  Tracts,  Blackstone  refers  to  this  circumstance 
with  much  complacency. 

The  true  criterion  between  copyhold  and  freehold  perhaps  lies 
in  the  necessity  for  admittance  by  the  lord  in  order  to  gain  the 
legal  estate.  (Thompson  v.  Hardinge^  1  C.  B.  940;  and  the 
oases  there  cited.  See  also  11  H.  L.  C.  at  p.  83.)  The  cases 
above  cited  seem  at  least  to  establish  the  proposition  above  laid 
down,  that  the  concurrence  of  tenancy  by  copy  of  court-roU 
according  to  the  custom  with  the  necessity  for  admittance,  is  suffi- 
cient to  prove  the  tenure  to  be  copyhold,  and  to  saddle  the  lands 
in  the  tenant's  hands  with  the  usual  incidents  of  copyhold  tenure. 

The  question  is  not  without  practical  interest  to  the  con- 
veyancer, because,  if  the  customary  freeholder's  estate  is  not 
"  freehold  "  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  62  of  the  Conveyancing 
Act  of  1881,  he  cannot  create  easements  by  way  of  use  under 
that  section.  The  Act  contains  nothing  to  make  such  lands 
freehold  by  statute,  if  they  are  not  freehold  by  the  common  law. 

The  manors  forming  the  ancient  demesnes  of  the  crown  Freehold 
oooupy  a  position,  relatively  to  the  king  and  the  kingdom,  andent 
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closely  resembling  the  position  of  the  demesne  lands  of  an 
ordinary  manor,  relatively  to  the  lord  and  his  manor.  As  the 
former  were  the  part  of  the  kingdom  usually  kept,  or  presumed 
by  the  law  to  be  usually  kept,  by  the  king  in  his  own  hands 
for  the  support  (among  other  sources  of  revenue)  of  his  royal 
state  and  dignity,  so  the  demesnes  of  an  ordinary  manor  were 
the  part  of  the  manor  usually  kept  in  the  lord's  own  hands  for 
his  own  support,  in  addition  to  the  rents,  heriots,  and  other 
profits  derived  from  his  freehold  and  copyhold  tenants.  The 
manors  of  ancient  demesne  of  course,  had  freehold  tenants,  like 
other  manors,  as  well  as  copyhold  tenants.  In  the  old  books, 
the  phrase  '^  tenants  in  ancient  demesne  "  usually  refers  to  the 
genuine  freehold  tenants,  and  not  to  the  ^^  customary  free- 
holders" who  were  essentially  copyholders.  The  freeholders 
properly  so  called  had  several  special  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties, now  obsolete ;  as  to  which,  see  4  Inst.  cap.  58,  p.  269.  The 
most  important  of  these  privileges  was  the  right  to  have  all  suits 
and  actions  relating  to  their  lands  of  ancient  demesne  heard 
and  determined  in  the  Court  Baron  of  their  own  manor,  and 
not  in  the  king's  ordinary  public  courts  of  justice  ;  and  accord- 
ingly, the  plea  of  "  ancient  demesne  "  was  a  good  plea  in  abate- 
ment to  a  writ  sued  out  in  the  king's  courts.  (2  Inst.  543 ; 
4  Inst.  269.)  The  privileges  were  retained  by  the  tenants  in 
full  force  and  validity,  even  though  the  manor  by  the  king's 
grant  came  to  the  hands  of  a  subject.  (Ibid.)  If  a  fine  was 
in  fact,  though  improperly,  levied,  or  a  recovery  suffered,  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  of  lands  in  ancient 
demesne,  the  manorial  court  no  longer  had  conusance  of  pleas 
relating  to  those  lands,  until  the  fine  or  recovQpy  had  been 
reversed  by  a  writ  of  deceit.     (4  Inst.  270.) 
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A  FEE  Bimple,  the  greatest  estate  known  to  the  law,  absolutely  Is  peculiar  f  o 
exhausts  the  whole  possible  interest  which  anybody  can  have,  by         *^"^^  ^' 
way  of  estate,  in  the  lands,  so  as  to  leave  no  residue  (nor  even  a 
mere  possibility  of  revertevy  such  as  may  subsist  at  common  law 
upon  other  fees)  subsisting  in  anybody  else,  or  susceptible  of 
enlargement,  or  of  a  change  from  expectancy  into  possession,  by 
the  determination  of  the  fee  simple.  The  lord  is  the  only  person 
with  whom  the  tenant,  as  such,  has  any  connection ;  and  the 
only  connection  between  them  is  the  tenure. 
This  link  confers  on  the  lord  a  peculiar  right  or  title,  said  to 

■ 

be  bj/  escheat^  upon  a  failure  (whether  actual,  or  by  construction 
of  law)  of  the  heirs  of  the  tenant ;  upon  the  happening  of  which 
event,  he  becomes  entitled  to  the  land  as  his  escheat.  The  word 
escheat  has  long  been  restricted  to  denote  this  reverter  of  lands 
held  for  a  fee  simple  to  the  next  superior  lord  propter  defectmn 
tenentis. 

The  fact  that  all  tenures  in  fee  simple  created  by  private  per- 
sons must  be  older  than  Quia  Emptores*  and  the  general  negli- 
gence in  preserving  evidence  of  freehold  tenure,  make  the  proof 
of  the  title  in  private  persons  difficult  at  the  present  day.  In 
the  absence  oLproof  of  title  in  any  other  claimant,  the  title  is  of 
course  in  the  crown. 

Escheats  were  either  by  attainder  or  without  attcdnder.  (Co. 
litt.  13  a ;  ibid.  92  b.)  Escheats  by  attainder  are  often  also 
styled  forfeitures ;  but  the  use  of  this  appellation  is  inconvenient, 


*  This  is  of  ooorae  without  prejudice  to  the  opinion  above  expressed,  that  a 
tennie  in  fee  simple  to  be  held  of  the  grantor  may,  with  the  absent  of  the  crown 
■sd  all  the  mesne  lords,  lawfully  be  created  at  the  present  day.  But  ia  practice 
siioh  cases  do  not  occur. 

C.R.P.  D 
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since  it  tends  to  confuse  escheats  properly  so  called  with  for- 
feitures properly  so  called,  which  latter  were  for  high  treason. 

Escheat  by  Esoheat  hy  attainder  was  a  consequence  of  the  corruption  of 

attainder.  .  ,  .  . 

blood  caused  by  the  attainder,  which  caused  a  constructiye 
failure  of  heirs.     These  escheats  are  subdivided  as  follows : — 
(1)  Quia  8uspen8ii8  eat  per  colhmiy  or  by  judgment  of  death 
(which  took  effect  by  attainder  before  and  irrespective  of 
the  execution)  for  felony.     The  writ  of  escheat  contained 
the  words  even  when  the  sentence  had  not  in  fact  been 
executed.     (Fitzh.  N.  B.  144  H.)     This  cause  of  escheat 
was  abolished  by  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  23,  s.  1.    It  never 
applied  to  gavelkind  lands  subject  to  the  custom  of 
Kent.*    The  exemption  was  not  restricted  to  cases  where 
the  heir  was  the  son.     (See  Bob.  Gav.  291.)     Nor  was  it 
absolutely  restricted  to  gavelkind  lands  in  Kent,  though 
it  seems  to  have  been  very  rarely  found  elsewhere. 
The  judgment  required  to  cause  escheat  was  a  regular  judg- 
ment at  common  law :  judgment  of  death  passed  by  martial  law 
during  a  rebellion  caused  no  escheat.     (Co.  litt.  13  a.) 

(2)  Quia  ahjuravit  regnum;  this  abjuration  was  a  privilege 
allowed  upon  a  claim  of  aamtuari/y  to  escape  conviction, 
which  implied  a  confession  of  felony,t  and  had  the  same 
effect,  so  far  as  escheat  is  concerned,  as  judgment  upon 
conviction.  (3  Inst.  217.)  This  kind  of  abjuration  has 
long  since  been  abolished.     (4  Bl.  Com.  333.) 

(3)  Quia  utlegatus  est;  or  by  judgment  of  outlawry  upon  an 
indictment  of  (capital)  felony,  which  had  the  same  effect, 
in  all  respects,  as  judgment  upon  conviction.     (3  Inst. 


*  **For  their  custom  is,  '  The  father  to  the  hough^  the  eon  to  the  pioughj* " 
(1  Doot.  &  Stu.  0.  10 ;  Brook  v.  JFard,  Dy.  310  b,  pi.  81.) 

t  Abjuration  might  be  imposed  by  statute  for  something  less  than  felony,  as 
by  Stat.  "Westm.  2,  c.  36,  for  carrying  ofiP  a  ward  in  chivalry  and  procuring  him 
or  her  to  be  married  within  age,  in  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  the  lord  as 
gfuardian,  and  failing  to  satisfy  the  lord  in  damages :  for  which  offence,  says  the 
statute,  abjuret  regnum  vel  habeat  perpeiuam  prieonam  ;  which,  says  Lord  Coke, 
did  not  give  the  defendant  a  right  to  elect,  but  gave  the  court  a  discretion  to 
award  either  punishment ;  and  he  continues,  '*  albeit  the  party  that  is  by  judg- 
ment abjured  return  again,  yet  shall  he  not  be  hang^  because  he  was  not 
abjured  for  felony,  but  he  may  be  punished  for  his  contempt,  and  remaunded." 
(2  Inst.  439.) 
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212.)  If  the  outlawry  was  reversed,  the  tenant  might 
re-enter  upon  the  escheated  lands.  Escheat  as  a  conse- 
quence of  outlawry  seems  not  to  be  affected  by  33  &  34 
Vict.  c.  23. 

The  right  of  the  lord  on  an  escheat  by  attainder  was  subject  Ann  jour  et 
to  the  crown's  right  to  hold  the  lands  for  a  year  and  a  day,  com- 
mitting waste ;  or,  according  to  some  opinions,  receiving  the  rents 
and  profits  for  a  year  and  a  day,  in  lieu  of  a  right  at  common 
law  to  enter  and  commit  waste.  (1  Com.  Dig.  618 ;  22  Vin.  Abr. 
650  =  Tear,  Dap,  and  Waste;  2  lost.  36;  3  Inst.  Ill;  4  Bl. 
Com.  386,  386.)  For  many  centuries  the  right,  whatever  it  was, 
was  always  compounded  for  by  the  lord  with  the  crown ;  and  its 
precise  details  are  now  immaterial.  It  appears  by  the  statute  Custom  of 
Be  PrcerogatkA  Eegis,  17  Edw.  2,  st.  1,  c.  16,  that  by  the  custom 
of  the  county  of  Gloucester,  the  king  had  his  year  and  day,  but 
that  there  was  no  escheat  to  the  lord,  and  the  lands  descended 
to  the  felon's  heir  upon  the  expiration  of  the  year  and  day.  By 
the  custom  of  Kent  there  was  neither  the  year  and  day  nor,  as 
above  mentioned,  any  escheat  upon  attainder  of  felony ;  but  the 
custom  was  construed  strictly,  and  did  not  apply  either  to  abju- 
ration or  outlawry.     (Bob.  Gav.  289,  290.) 

Escheats  without  attainder  are : — 

(4)  By  death  without  leaving  an  heir :  that  is,  when  the  heir  Escheat  for 

.    ,       J.  J  ,  ji.      J     j."L       'xi-      J.  aotujjl  failure 

cannot  be  discovered ;    or  when,  on  the  death  without  of  heirs, 
issue  of  a  bastard  (who  can  only  have  taken  by  purchase) 
the  heir  is  known  not  to  exist. 
If  a  tenant  in  fee  simple  dies  without  an  heir,  but  leaving 
his  wife  enceintey  the  lord  may  enter  for  an  escheat ;  but  the 
subsequent  birth  of  an  heir  will  defeat  the  lord's  claim.    (Watk. 
Deso.  212.)     The  lord  is  entitled  to  the  mesne  profits. 

Since  lands  held  for  a  fee  simple  have  been  deviseable,  this 
right  by  escheat  has  been  liable  to  be  defeated  by  devise. 

The  right  by  escheat  arises  only  upon  a  failure  of  heirs.    If  No  escheat 

..      rij*        1       I**        •       i*:i«       1      jixi.         •  upon  disBola* 

a  earporatwn  holding  lands  m  fee  simple  is  dissolved,  there  is  no  tion  of  cor- 
eeeheat  to  the  lord,  but  a  reverter  to  the  donor.     (6  Vin.  Abr.  Po^ation. 
279  =  Corporation,  pi.  6,  7 ;  10  ihid.  139  =  Escheat,  A.  pi.  2,  3, 

d2 
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4 ;  16  ibid,  461  =  Possibility,  A.  pi.  3 ;  Oo.  Litt.  13  b.  But  eee 
also  Harg.  n.  2  thereon.)  The  question  is  not  at  this  day  of 
much  practical  importance;  because  the  only  dissolutions  of 
corporations  which  frequently  occur,  are  due  to  the  winding  up 
of  joint  stock  companies  formed  imder  the  Companies  Acts,  and 
in  such  cases  the  destination  of  their  property  is  regulated  by 
the  Acts.  The  reader  will  also  remember  that,  upon  the  dis- 
solution of  the  monasteries  and  clerical  colleges  in  the  reign  of 
Henry  VIII.,  their  lands  were  vested  in  the  crown  by  statute, 
where  they  had  not  previously  been  surrendered.* 

TrufAs  and  Until  27th  June,  1834,  the  date  of  the  passing  of  4  &  5 

ademption      Will.  4,  0.  23,t  lands  held  upon  trust  or  mortgage  would  have 

deeSoyed  hy    ©soheated  upon  the  attainder  or  death  without  heirs  of  a  sole 

l^ai**tote  ^  trustee  or  mortgagee  seised  in  fee  simple  ;  and,  according  to  the 

better  opinion,  the  lord  coming  in  by  escheat  would  not  have 

been  bound  by  the  trust.     (1  Prest.  Abst.  147 ;  Peachy  v.  Duke 

of  Somerset,  I  Stra.  447,  at  p.  454.) 

This  inconvenience  was  remedied  by  the  last-mentioned 
statute,  which  was  repealed  by  the  Trustee  Act,  1850,  13  &  14 
Vict.  c.  60,  s.  1 ;  but  re-enacted  with  variations  by  ss.  15,  46. 

Now,  by  virtue  of  sect.  30  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881, 
lands,  of  which  a  trustee  is  solely  seised  in  fee  simple,  upon  his 
death,  notwithstanding  any  testamentary  disposition,  become 
vested  in  his  personal  representatives. 


Forfeiture  for  Sigh  Treason. 

Bifltmgaiahed      Escheat  must  not  be  confused  with  forfeiture  to  the  crown 

rom  600  ea  .  £^^  y^j^  treason.     Of  lands  held  for  any  oommon  law  fee,  such 

forfeiture  was  by  the  common  law  (3  Inst.  18, 19) ;  and  in  the 


*  On  the  diBSolution  of  the  Order  of  Knights  Templars,  their  lands  were 
vested  in  the  Knights  Hospitallers  of  St.  John  of  Jerasalem  by  the  statate,  De 
Terria  Templariorum,  17  Edw.  2,  st.  3.  Upon  this  statute,  see  BoU.  Rep.  167, 
168 ;  W.  Jo.  191.  The  lands  of  the  Hospitallers  were  vested  in  the  crown  by 
32  Hen.  8,  c.  24. 

t  By  11  Qeo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  60,  s.  8,  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  em- 
powered to  appoint  a  person  to  convey  tnist  estates,  if  upon  the  death  of  a  sole 
tmstee  his  heir  was  not  known. 


ESCHEAT.  37 

case  of  a  oonditional  fee,  after  birth  of  issue  of  the  kind 
prescribed  in  the  limitation,  the  forfeiture  was  absolute  and 
barred  the  lord  of  his  reverter.  The  forfeiture  related  back  to 
the  time  when  the  offence  had  been  committed.  {PimVs  Case^ 
Serj.  Moore's  Eep.  196.)  Forfeiture  for  high  treason  extended 
to  gavelkind  lands.  (Bob.  Gay.  293.)  After  the  statute 
De  Donisy  by  which  conditional  fees  were  turned  to  fees  tail, 
the  forfeiture  incurred  by  the  high  treason  of  a  tenant  in  tail, 
was  only  during  the  lifetime  of  the  attainted  traitor.  (Co.  litt. 
392  b;  2  BL  Com.  116.)  The  26  Hen.  8,  c.  13,  s.  5,  partly 
restored  the  rights  possessed  by  the  crown,  before  the  statute  De 
Donisy  in  respect  of  lands  held  for  a  conditional  fee,  after  the 
birth  of  issue  of  the  kind  prescribed  in  the  limitation.  Thereby 
it  was  enacted  that  eveiy  offender  lawfully  convicted  of  high 
treason  should  forfeit  to  the  king  all  lands,  tenements  and  here- 
ditaments, which  such  offender  should  have  of  an^  estate  of 
inheritance  in  use  or  possession.  It  was  held  that  the  words  in 
italics  include  fees  tail ;  and  that  the  crown  took,  by  virtue  of 
the  statute,  a  base  fee,  which  endured  so  long  as  any  issue  was 
in  existence  which  might  have  inherited  under  the  entail.  For- 
feiture for  high  treason  was  restricted  to  the  lifetime  of  the 
attainted  traitor,  by  54  Geo.  3,  c.  145,  and  was  altogether 
abolished  by  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  23,  s.  1. 


The  Relation  o/Hacheat  to  Incorporeal  Hereditamenta  and 

Equitable  Estates. 

An  attempt  has  recently  been  made  by  the  Intestates  Estates 
Act,  1884,  47  &  48  Vict.  c.  71,  to  extend  the  application  of  the 
roles  of  escheat  to  incorporeal  hereditaments  and  equitable 
estates.  Some  remarks  upon  this  enactment,  which  is  expressed 
to  refer  only  to  persons  dying  intestate  after  14th  August, 
1884,  will  be  foimd  below.  Its  meaning  does  not  seem  to  be 
so  clear  as  to  render  superfluous  all  statement  of  the  previous 
law,  to  which  the  following  remarks  must  be  understood  to 
refer. 

Hereditaments  which  may  be  held  for  a  fee  simple,  but  are  Legal  l^o^- 
not  strictly  subjects  of  tenure,  such  as  fairs,  markets,  commons  whioh  arenot 
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in  gross,  rents-charge,  rents  seek,  and  the  like,  by  the  oommon 
law  do  not  escheat,  but  become  extinct  upon  a  failure  of  heirs 
of  the  tenant.     (3  Inst.  21.) 


Equitable 
heredita- 
ments. 


If  a  trustee  were  seised  in  fee  simple  upon  trust  for  another 
person  in  fee  simple,  who  died  intestate  and  without  heirs,  there 
was  no  escheat  of  the  equitable  estate,  but  the  trustee  held  the 
lands  to  his  own  use.  {Burgess  v.  Wheatey  1  W.  Bl.  123,  1 
Eden,  177 ;  Cox  v.  Parker j  22  Beav.  168  ;  Johnstone  v.  Hamil" 
ton,  5  Qi£f.  30.)  The  rule  was  the  same  for  copyholds  as  for 
freeholds.  {Tat/lor  v.  Haygarthy  14  Sim.  8.)  Also  for  realty 
created  by  statute,  such  as  New  River  shares.  {Datall  v.  Neto 
River  Co,  3  De  G.  &  Sm.  394.)  In  the  case  of  copyholds,  if 
the  trustee  had  not  been  admitted,  a  court  of  equity  would  not 
interfere  to  compel  the  lord  to  admit  him.  ( Williaim  v.  Lord 
LomdaUy  3  Ves.  752.)  But  the  trustee  had  a  right  to  a  manda- 
mm  at  law ;  and  there  was  no  equity  to  interfere  with  his  legal 
right.  {Rex  v.  Coggany  6  East,  431 ;  Gallard  v,  Haickim,  27 
Oh.  D.  298.)  In  Oallard  v.  Hawkins,  the  deceased  cestui  que 
trust  was  entitled  only  for  life ;  but  the  trusts  subsequent  to  the 
life  estate  were  void  under  the  Charitable  Trusts  Act,  9  Geo.  2, 
c.  36,*  and  the  deceased  settlor  had  left  no  heir  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  resulting  trust  in  his  favour. 


Equities  of 
redemption. 


And  similarly,  upon  a  failure  of  heirs  of  a  mortgagor  who 
had  parted  with  the  fee  simple  by  way  of  mortgage,  the  equity 
of  redemption  was  extinguished  in  the  legal  estate  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  mortgagee;  but  subject  to  payment  of  the  mortgagor's 
debts.     {Beak  v.  Sytnondsy  16  Beav.  406.) 


The  material  sections  of  the  Intestates  Estates  Act,  1884,  47 
&  48  Vict.  c.  71,  which  received  the  royal  assent  on  14th 
August,  1884,  are  as  follows: — 


47  &  48  Vict 
c.  71)  e.  4. 


4.  From  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  where  a  person 
dies  without  an  heir  and  intestate  in  respect  of  any  real 


*  Now  repealed,  but  substantially  re-enacted  by  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable 
Uses  Act,  1888,  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42.    See  also  54  &  55  Vict.  c.  73. 
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estate  consiBidiig  of  any  estate  or  interest  whether  legal 
or  equitable  in  any  incorporeal  hereditament,  or  of  any 
equitable  estate  or  interest  in  any  corporeal  hereditament, 
whether  deyised  or  not  devised  to  trustees  by  the  will  of 
such  person,  the  law  of  escheat  shall  apply  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  estate  or  interest  above  mentioned  were 
a  legal  estate  in  corporeal  hereditaments. 
7.  Where  any  beneficial  interest  in  the  real  estate  of  any  47  &  48  Vict. 
deceased  person,  whether  the  estate  or  interest  of  *  *  '  * 
such  deceased  person  therein  was  legal  or  equitable,  is, 
owing  to  the  failure  of  the  objects  of  the  devise,  or  other 
circumstances  happening  before  or  after  the  death  of 
such  person,  in  whole  or  in  part  not  efPectually  disposed 
of,  such  person  shall  be  deemed,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  to  have  died  intestate  in  respect  of  such  part  of  the 
said  beneficial  interest  as  is  ineffectually  disposed  of. 

The  intention  of  this  enactment  seems  to  have  been  two-  Bemarks 
fold : — (1)   to  provide,  that  upon  the  death  of  any  person  above-cited 
intestate  and  without  leaving  an  heir,  entitled  to  any  incorpo-  enactment. 
real  hereditament  or  to  any  equitable  estate  of  inheritance,  such 
hereditament  or  estate  shall  escheat  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it 
had  been  a  legal  estate  in  corporeal  hereditaments ;  and  (2)  to 
provide  that  upon  the  death  of  any  such  person  without  leaving 
an  heir,  not  intestate,  but  having  devised  the  hereditament  or 
estate  in  question  to  trustees  upon  trusts  which  do  not  admit 
of  being  executed,  there  shall  be  the  same  operation  of  escheat 
as  the  fourth  section  has  attempted  to  describe  in  the  case  of  an 
intestacy. 

With  regard  to  the  first  branch  of  this  intention,  the  enact- 
ment is  founded  upon  a  very  superficial  view  of  the  law  of 
escheat,  and  a  complete  misapprehension  of  its  relation  to 
tenure.  A  corporeal  hereditament,  when  it  is  the  subject  of 
escheat,  escheats  to  the  lord  of  whom  it  is  holden.  But  in  rela- 
tion to  the  incorporeal  hereditaments  and  equitable  estates 
contemplated  by  the  enactment,  there  exists  no  such  person ;  and 
therefore  the  hereditaments  or  estates  in  question  cannot  escheat 
to  him.     The  law  of  escheat,  therefore,  cannot  "  apply  in  the 
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same  manner ; "  and  the  question  must  arise,  in  what  other 
manner,  if  any,  it  shall  apply.  In  the  case  of  incorporeal  here- 
ditaments, such  as  a  rent-charge,  which  may  issue  out  of  lands 
holden  of  a  mesne  lord,  a  contest  may  not  improbably  arise 
between  the  mesne  lord,  if  any,  and  the  crown. 

With  regard  to  the  second  branch  of  the  apparent  intention 
of  the  enactment,  the  following  remarks  must  be  premised.  It 
was  held,  in  the  case  of  Omiotc  y.  Waliis,  1  Mac.  &  Q-.  506,  that 
the  trustees  of  a  will,  to  whom  an  equitable  fee  simple  had  been 
devised,  had  a  right  to  call  upon  the  existing  trustee  to  convey 
the  legal  estate ;  and  that  the  latter  could  not  refuse  to  convey 
it,  merely  upon  the  ground  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  were 
incapable  of  being  executed,  and  that  the  testator  had  left  no 
heir.     (Compare  Sperling  v.  Rochforty  16  Ch.  D.  18.) 

In  the  recent  case  of  Re  Lashrnavy  Moody  v.  Pen/old^  [1891]  I 
Ch.  258,  the  case  of  Onslow  v.  Wallis  was  distinguished,  upon 
the  ground  that  there,  although  the  trusts  failed,  the  trustee 
had  duties  to  perform ;  and  it  was  held  that  a  trustee,  who  had 
no  duties  to  perform,  could  not  demand  a  conveyance  of  the 
legal  estate  from  the  trustee  in  whom  it  happened  to  be  vested. 
In  that  case,  the  intestate  had  died  before  the  coming  into 
operation  of  the  Intestates  Estates  Act,  1884 ;  and  upon  that 
ground  the  Treasury  made  no  claim.  From  this  it  may  be 
inferred  that  in  like  cases  in  the  future,  a  claim  will  be  made  ; 
and  such  claims  will  probably  be  held  good,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  Act  must  be  taken  to  have  meant  something,  and  that 
its  only  possible  meaning  is  to  vest  a  primd  facie  claim  in  the 
crown,  imless  such  claim  can  be  displaced  by  proof  of  tenure  of 
a  mesne  lord ;  which  is  of  course  impossibly,  seeing  that  there  is 
no  tenure  at  all  of  the  things  with  which  the  Act  is  concerned. 
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CHAPTEE  VII. 

OF  THE  SUBJECTS  IN  WHICH  ESTATES  MAY  SUBSIST. 

The  subjects  in  which  estates  may  subsist  are  commonly  sub-  BivisiQii  into 
diyided  into  imidsy  tenements,  and  hereditaments ;  which  is  a  cross  mente  and ' 
division,  of  which  the  sub-classes  are  by  no  means  mutually  ^®^^- 
exclusiYe.     Lands  are  treated  as  a  separate  dass,  by  reason  of 
their  prominent  importance  and  peculiar  physical  characteristics. 
Tenements  require  special  mention,  because  they  alone  are  in- 
tailable.     Hereditaments  is  a  oonyenient  class-name  for  uniting 
together  everything  which  may  be  the  subject  of  estates  of 
inheritance. 

Land  includes  whatever  is  parcel  of  the  terrestrial  globe,  or  Land, 
is  permanently  afiBlxed  to  any  such  parcel.     (Co.  Litt.  4  a — 6  a.) 

This  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  in  ordinary  legal  speech, 
and  in  this  sense  propositions  respecting  lands  are  generally  to 
be  understood.  (See  Co.  Litt.  4  a.)  For  the  present  purpose, 
which  is  only  concerned  with  classification,  and  is  only  concerned 
with  that  in  order  to  clearness,  there  is  no  need  to  inquire  into 
the  more  extensive  meanings  which,  in  a  deed  or  testament,  the 
word  may  derive  from  the  context.*  But  it  is  to  be  observed 
that,  by  virtue  of  Lord  Brougham's  Act,  13  &  14  Yict.  o.  21, 

*  Eyen  m  a  willi  the  word  "lands'*  will  not  indude  an  adyowson  in  gross. 
( Wwifaling  t.  JFestfaling,  3  Atk.  460.)  And  it  is  donbtfol  whether  the  word  will 
hudade  a  manor,  when  the  testator  has  other  lands,  not  pareel  of  the  manor, 
whieh  can  pass  bj  the  devise.  {Satlewood  y.  Fope^  3  P.  Wms.  822.)  But  of 
oourse  a  testator  maj,  by  express  declaration,  or  bj  the  use  of  language  which 
suggests  a  clear  inference,  import  into  the  word  "  land,"  or  into  any  other  word, 
any  meaning  which  he  may  think  proper. 
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s.  4,  in  Aots  of  Pafliament  the  word  ^4aiid"  now  inoludes 
^'messuages,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  houses  and  buildings, 
of  any  tenure,  unless  where  there  are  words  to  exclude  houses 
and  buildings,  or  to  restrict  the  meaning  to  tenements  of  some 
particular  tenure."  This  Act  has  been  repealed  by  the  Inter- 
pretation Act,  1889,  52  &  63  Vict.  c.  63 ;  but  sect.  3  enacts 
{intei'  alia)  that  in  every  Act  passed  after  the  year  1850, 
"  unless  the  contrary  intention  appears,  .  .  .  the  expression 
land  shall  include  messuages,  tenements,  and  hereditaments, 
houses  and  buildings  of  any  tenure."  Sundry  curious  mean- 
ings have  also  been  affixed  to  the  word  "land"  by  special 
interpretation  clauses  contained  in  particular  Acts;  but  these 
meanings  are  confined  to  the  particular  Acts  which  they  serve 
to  illustrate  or  obscure. 

Estates  in  land,  though  not  the  only  estates  known  to  the 
law,  were  the  earliest  in  origin,  have  always  been  the  most 
common,  and  have  supplied  the  model  for  all  the  rest,  which 
otherwise  would  never  have  existed.  The  tenure  of  the  earliest 
incorporeal  hereditaments,  namely,  baronies  and  seignories  of 
manors,  as  distinguished  from  seignories  in  gross,  was  for  several 
generations  inseparably  connected  with  the  tenure  of  land. 

Tenements.  Tenement  is  properly  defined  to  include  whatever  can  be  the 

subject  of  common  law  tenure.  ("  Wherein  a  man  hath  any 
frank-tenement,  and  whereof  he  is  seised  ut  de  libera  tenemento,^^ 
Co.  litt.  6  a.)  In  this  sense,  the  word  is  not  restricted  to  what 
is  held  by  some  service,  but  includes  also  what  is  held  in  frank- 
almoigne.  {Powell  v.  BuUy  Comb.  265.)  That  case  was  a 
decision  upon  the  meaning  of  a  statute;  but  the  reasoning 
refers  only  to  the  meaning  in  law  of  the  word  tenement j  not  to 
the  language  of  the  statute. 

The  meaning  which  the  word  actually  bears  is  wider  than 
that  strictly  contained  in  this  definition.  (Go.  litt.  19  b,  20  a ; 
ibid,  154  a.)  The  definition  would  strictly  include  only  lands, 
such  incorporeal  hereditaments  (seignories,  peerages  and  dignities 
held  by  grand  serjeanty)  as  are  imdoubtedly  subjects  of  common 
law  tenure,  advowsons  in  gross,*  and  perhaps  chief  rents,  or 

*  An  advowson  in  gross  might  be  held  by  knight  aerrice ;  see  Go.  Litt.  S5  a ; 
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rents  reserved  as  incident  to  tenure  in  fee  simple,  and  therefore 
created  before  the  statute  of  Quia  Etnptores,  But  the  word 
"  tenement "  is  in  practice,  with  less  obvious  propriety,  extended 
to  include  also  rents-charge,  rents  seek,  commons  in  gross, 
estovers  and  other  profits  d  prendre,  owing  to  their  close  con- 
nection with  the  land;  also  offices  annexed  to  or  exerciseable 
within  or  over  any  lands  or  tenements,  as  the  office  of  steward 
or  baiUS  of  a  manor,  or  ranger  of  a  forest.  It  was  also  extended 
to  include  tithes  in  the  hands  of  lay  impropriators  (see  Bex  v. 
Shingk,  1  Bag.  &  T.  738, 1  Stra.  100 ;  Rex  v.  Ullia,  3  Eag.  &  T. 
776,  3  Price,  323) ;  though  by  the  common  law  these  could  not 
be  in  the  hands  of  a  lay  person.  {Bishop  of  Winchester's  Case, 
2  Eep.  43 ;  Sherwood  v.  TFinchcombe,  Cro.  Eliz.  293.)  And  it  is 
the  general  rule,  that  all  hereditaments  which  savour  of  the  land 
or  realty,  are  so  far  accounted  tenements  in  law  as  to  be  intail- 
able  by  virtue  of  the  statute  De  Bonis* 

It  is  material  to  observe,  that  a  thing  may  be  a  tenement  for  A  thing  may 

jjj  j^  iv  jibea  tenement 

one  purpose,  and  not  a  tenement  lor  another  purpose;  lor  for  one  pur- 
example,  a  rent-charge  is  imdoubtedly  a  tenement  for  the  pur-  j^^othw  * 
pose  of  entail,  but  it  is  not,  by  the  common  law,  a  tenemeni  for 
the  purpose  of  escheat.  ( Vide  supra,  p.  37.)  As  to  what  are 
tenements  within  the  meaning  of  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  relating  to  the 
qualification  of  county  voters,  see  Bodds  v.  Thompson,  L.  B.  1 
C.  P.  133 ;  Bawson  v.  Robins,  2  0.  P.  D.  38. 

Hereditament  includes  whatever  upon  the  death  of  the  owner  Heredita- 
passes  (apart  from  testamentary  disposition)  to  the  heir  by  "^®°  * 
hereditary  succession.     (Co.  litt.  6  a.)     The  word  hereditary  ex- 
cludes special  occupancy. 

Land  regarded  as  a  hereditament  stands  in  a  peculiar  position. 


see  also  Plowd.  498  a ;  the  advowson  is  in  lieu  of  the  land  upon  which  the  churoh 
ifl  built,  and  it  therefore  a  subjeot  of  tenure,  and  may  be  held  either  mediately 
or  immediately  of  the  king. 

*  Sach  tenements  were  also  within  the  meaning  of  a  coRtom  to  devise  land$ 
and  tenements.  (Litt.  seot.  586.)  Bat  after  diseeisiQ  of  a  rent-charge,  a  descent 
cast  by  the  disseisor  did  not,  at  common  law,  affect  the  title  of  the  disseisee. 
(Co.  Litt.  237  b.)  As  to  the  tolling  of  a  right  of  entry  by  a  descent  cast  after  a 
disseisin,  see  p.  373,  infra. 
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because  its  existence  is  wholly  independent  of  the  manner  in 
which  estates  in  it  are  limited,  while  other  hereditaments  can 
only  by  a  metaphor  be  said  to  have  any  existence  apart  from 
their  limitation  for  estates  of  inheritance.  The  word  hei^edita- 
mentf  when  used  in  relation  to  land,  sometimes  denotes  the  land 
itself  as  a  physical  object,  and  sometimes  the  estate  in  the  land. 
The  use  of  a  single  name  to  denote  two  such  disparate  ideas,  is 
not  without  inconvenience ;  but  the  practice  is  now  inveterate 

Thus,  with  some  degree  of  confusion,  it  is  commonly  said  that 
land  is  both  a  tenement  and  a  hereditament.  Here  it  is  evident 
that  the  word  tenement  is  not  used  in  exactly  the  same  sense  in 
which  it  is  used  when  a  legal  estate  for  life  is  styled  a  tenement ; 
and  that  the  word  hereditament  is  not  used  in  exactly  the  same 
sense,  in  which  it  is  used  when  a  rent-charge  in  fee  simple  is 
styled  a  hereditament.  In  the  case  of  land,  the  estate  contem- 
plated is  the  legal  fee  simple ;  and  since  this  exhausts  the  whole 
possible  interest,  by  way  of  estate,  in  the  land,  and  since,  for 
most  purposes,  it  matters  little  whether  we  speak  of  the  land 
itself,  or  of  the  utmost  possible  interest  in  the  land,  some  degree 
of  obscurity  is  often  permitted  to  exist  as  to  which  precisely  of 
these  two  things  is  meant  to  be  the  subject  of  reference.  The 
word  has,  to  some  extent,  a  double  meaning.  In  other  oases  of 
the  use  of  words  denoting  hereditaments,  where  the  thing  has  no 
real  existence  apart  from  the  estate  in  the  thing,  the  words  used 
have  only  a  single  meaning. 

It  will  easily  be  perceived  that  some  tenements  are  not  here- 
ditaments. For  example,  a  legal  estate  for  life,  or  pur  autre  vie^ 
since  it  is  held  by  common  law  tenure,  is  a  tenement ;  but,  since 
it  is  not  capable  of  descending  to  the  heir,  it  is  not  a  heredita- 
ment. Some  hereditaments,  also,  are  not  tenements,  as  will 
shortly  appear. 

Division  of  Hereditaments  are  commonly  divided  (1)  into  real,  mixed  and 

heredita-        personal;  and  (2)  into  corporeal  ejii  incorporeal. 

xnents. 

The  phrase  hereditaments  real  (or  real  hereditaments)  is  com- 
monly used  to  denote  lands  regarded  as  a  physical  object,  and 
legal  estates  of  inheritcuioe  in  lands,  whether  in  possession, 
remainder  or  reversion. 
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The  phrase  hereditaments  mixed  (or  mixed  hereditaments) 
indudes  all  estates  of  inheritance  which,  as  the  phrase  goes, 
Mvaitr  of  the  realty ,  being — 

(1)  Equitable*  estates  of  inheritance  in  land;   with  which 

may  also  be  classed  equities  of  redemption  of  estates  of 
inheritance,  whether  legal  or  equitable ; 

(2)  Territorial  baronies,  or  peerages  titular  of  a  place  ;t  with 

which  may  also  perhaps  be  classed  seignories  of  manors 
and  seignories  in  gross;  but  perhaps  these  are  more 
properly  classed  with  hereditaments  real ; 

(3)  Estates  of  inheritance  in  offices  +  of  trust  or  dignity  to  be 

exercised  within  or  in  relation  to  lands,  such  as  the 


*  It  is  oonoeiTed  that  now,  sinoe  the  Jadioatnre  Acts,  equitable  estates  are 
hereditaments  to  all  intents  and  purposes.  Freyiouslj  they  could  not  be  called 
hereditaments  at  law.  (1  Rep.  121  b  ;  see  also  3  Rep.  2b,  3  a.)  The  same  re- 
mark seems  also  to  apply  to  equities  of  redemption  of  estates  in  fee.  Being 
hereditaments,  they  seem  to  sayour  of  the  realty.  The  equity  of  redemption  of 
an  estate  of  inheritanoei  whether  legal  or  equitable,  can  be  intailed  in  equity. 

t  "  When  the  king  created  an  earl  of  such  a  county  or  other  place,  to  hold 
that  dignity  to  him  and  his  heires,  this  dignity  is  personall,  and  also  concemeth 
lands  and  tenements."  (Go.  Litt.  2  a.)  And,  therefore,  such  dignities  may  be 
intailed ;  though  only  by  the  act  of  the  crown.  {Ibid.  20  a.)  If  a  baronetcy  is 
created,  not  being  titular  of  some  place,  it  is  not  intailable ;  and  a  limitation  (by 
the  crown)  of  such  a  baronetcy  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  does  not 
create  an  estate  tail  but  a  conditional  fee  at  the  conmion  law.  (12  Bep.  81,  ntb 
tit.  '*  Honours  and  Dignities.*'  The  resolution  there  reported  was  dissented 
from  in  a  curious  judgment  by  Ghitty,  J.,  in  i2d  Rivett-Camae'a  Willy  30  Oh. 
D.  186.)  Earldoms  stand  in  this  respect  in  a  peculiar  position ;  because,  even 
though  not  expressed  to  be  titular  of  a  place,  the  office  of  an  earl  in  contempla- 
tion of  the  law  relates  to  the  whole  kingdom,  in  a  sense  which  is  sufficient  to 
make  it  intailable.  See  Barl  Temrif  Caae^  2  Eden,  373 ;  Rex  v.  Knollyt  or 
Knowle$^  Ld.  Raym.  10,  12  Mod.  65,  where  particularly  see  Ld.  Raym.  p.  12, 
ad  Jin.  f  the  observations  of  Holt,  0.  J. ;  and  12  Mod.  p.  60,  ad  inil.,  where  it  is 
said  that  "the  earldom  is  not  confined  to  the  place,  but  extends  through  the  whole 
kingdom."  Compare  what  is  said  in  NeviVa  Case,  7  Rep.  33,  at  p.  34  a,  that 
earls  "are  created  to  two  purposes:  1.  Ad  eonmlend^  Regi  temp' paeis;  2.  Ad 
defendend?  Begem  etpatr'  temp*  belli,*'    See  also  12  Rep.  96,  sub  Jin. 

X  It  must  not  be  assumed,  because  these  kinds  of  offices  may  exist,  that 
therefore  anybody  can  create  them  or  transfer  them  when  created,  or  that  new 
kinds  of  a  sort  unknown  to  the  law  can  be  invented  at  pleasure.  "  An  ancient 
office  must  be  granted,  as  it  hath  been  accustomed."  (4  Inst.  87 ;  see  also  Co. 
litt.  233  a  et  eeq.)  A  steward  of  a  manor  may  be  appointed  by  parol.  (Dy. 
248  a,  pi.  79  ;  Karris  y.  /ay,  4  Rep.  30 ;  Lady  KokrofCs  Casey  ibid.)  On  the 
grant  of  an  office  for  life,  there  is  no  reversion  in  the  grantor ;  but,  on  the  death 
of  the  grantee,  the  office  is  determined,  until  a  fresh  grant.  (17  Yin.  Abr.  146, 
pi.  ll^'Freroffative  of  the  King,  I.  c,  pi.  11;  ibid.  147,  pi.  2=^ Prerogative  of  the 
King,  1.  o.  2,  pL  2.) 
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stewardship  of  a  manor,  or  the  rangership  of  a  forest ; 
with  which  may  also  perhaps  be  classed  adyowsons  in 
gross,  though  they  seem  to  be  not  less  properly  classed 
among  real  hereditaments ; 

(4)  Royal  franchises  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  connected  with 
lands,  and  yet  capable  of  being  held  in  gross ;  such  as 
forest,  chase,  free  wairen,  free  fishery,  fairs  and  markete. 
Franchises  which  cannot  be  held  in  gross,  must  be  re- 
garded as  mere  appurtenants  of  the  lands  with  which 
they  are  held,  and  not  as  being  substantive  heredita- 
ments ; 

(6)  Bents-charge,  conmions  in  gross,  and  profits  d  prendre^ 
which  imply  some  participation  in  the  land  or  its  profits; 

(6)  Impropriate  tithes,  which  are  made  hereditaments  by 
32  Hen.  8,  c.  7 ; 

(7)  New  Eiver  shares  (eee  Dryhuttei*  v.  BartholomeWy  2  P. 
Wms.  127) ;  Eiver  Avon  shares  (see  BuckeridgeY.  Ingram^ 
2  Yes.  652) ;  and  the  shares  in  some  other  similar  under- 
takings.* 

The  phrase  hereditaments  personal  (or  personal  hereditaments) 
includes  certain  inheritable  rights,  either  having  no  connection 
with  lands,  such  as  a  personal  annuity  (not  issuing  out  of,  or 
secured  upon,  lands)  granted  or  devised  for  an  estate  of  inherit- 
ance (see  Turner  v.  Turner ,  Ambl.  776,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  316 ;  and 
Stnifh  V.  Pyhusy  9  Ves.  566,  at  p.  574) ;  or  having  some  connec- 
tion which  implies  no  participation  either  in  the  land  or  its 
profits;  also  annuities  granted  in  fee  by  the  crown  out  of 
mercantile  dues  or  duties  payable  by  colonies  or  dependencies  of 


*  The  right  to  bring  a  writ  of  error  upon  a  judgment  in  a  real  action  was 
a  mixed  hereditament.  (Co.  Litt.  20  a  ;  and  see  RowUVt  case^  Dj.  188  a,  there 
referred  to,  which  incidentally  explains  his  meaning.)  The  possibilitj  of 
reverter  upon  a  breach  of  a  condition  annexed  to  an  estate  of  inheritance  is  a 
hereditament  (3  Rep.  2  b) ;  and  must  be  mixed  for  the  same  reason  as  writs  of 
error.  It  seems  also,  that  the  right  to  kill  game  on  land,  if  (we  may  presume) 
limited  to  a  grantee  and  Aw  heiriy  is  an  incorx>oreal  hereditament.  (See  Sooper 
V.  Clarky  L.  B.  2  Q.  B.  200;  and  compare  Webber  v.  Zee,  9  Q.  B;  D.  316.) 
This  would  seem  to  savour  of  the  realty  quite  as  much  as  some  other  things 
which  have  always  been  held  to  do  so.  But  the  idea  of  intailing  a  right  of 
sporting,  regarded  as  a  tenement  in  gross,  is  somewhat  startling  to  the  imagina- 
tion. For  an  example  of  a  lease  of  a  right  of  spoErting,  see  Birkbeeh  v.  Paget ^  31 
Beav.  403. 
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the  crown,  such  as  the  Barbados  duties  (see  Earl  of  Stafford  v. 
Buckley^  2  Yea.  Sen.  170) ;  and  certain  other  annuities  charged 
upon  public  revenue  (see  Ladt/  Hoidernesse  v.  Marquis  of  Car^ 
marthetiy  1  Bro.  0.  0.  377 ;  Radburn  v.  Jervisy  3  Beav.  450) ; 
and  the  term  also  includes  certain  offices  of  dignity  or  trust 
which  admit  of  being  granted  in  inheritance,  but  have  no 
reference  to  lands,  being  concerned  with  duties  or  functions  to 
be  fulfilled  in  relation  to  some  superior  dignitary,  or  to  be 
exercised  only  in  respect  to  chattels,  as  a  mastership  of  hounds.* 

Personal  hereditaments  will  pass  under  a  genered  bequest  in  a 
win  of  personalty.     {Aubin  v.  Dali/j  4  B.  &  Aid.  59.) 

There  is  some  variety  of  usage,  and  room  for  difference  of 
opinion,  in  respect  to  the  precise  place  where  the  line  of  sub- 
division is  to  be  drawn  between  real  and  mixed  hereditaments. 
But  this  gives  rise  to  no  practical  inconvenience ;  because  they 
are  both  intailable  by  virtue  of  the  statute  Be  Bonis.  But 
personal  hereditaments  are  not  intailable;  and  any  limitation 
which,  in  the  case  of  a  tenement,  would  create  an  estate  tail, 
will,  in  the  case  of  a  personal  hereditament,  create  a  conditional 
fee  at  the  common  law.  The  single  word  hereditamentsy  when 
used  in  its  largest  sense,  includes  the  whole  of  the  particulars 
enumerated  under  the  three  classes  above  described. 

Corporeal  hereditaments  are  fixed  as  to  their  definition  by  the  Corporeal  and 
legal  maxim,  that  at  common  law  they  He  in  Hvery,  and  not  in  SS!^ 
grant.     The  phrase  therefore  includes  only  lands  regarded  as  a  °^®'^**' 
physical  object,  and  legal  estates  of  inherit£Lnce  in  possession. 
The  only  conveyance  in  pais  — ^that  is,  made  between  party  and 
party,  and  not  matter  of  record,  as  a  fine  or  recovery — ^by 
which  these  could  at  common  law  be  conveyed  to  a  stranger, 
was  a  feoffment,  and  the  essence  of  a  feoffment  is  the  livery 
of  the  seisin.     All  other  hereditaments,  to  which  applies  the 


*  ViUeins  in  gross  were  personal  hereditaments.  (Finch  Law,  p.  169.)  Also 
oorrodiee  of  ofElce.  (Ibid,  p.  161.)  And  see  the  grant  of  privilege  by  Edw.  I., 
mentioned  in  Co.  Litt.  1  b,  2  a.  As  to  a  personal  annuity,  which  arose  when 
one  covenanted  for  himself  and  his  heirs  to  pay  an  unnnity  to  another  and  his 
heirs,  see  7  Rep.  34  b,  where  ''it  was  resolved  that  an  annuity  of  inheritance 
shall  be  forfeited  by  force  of  this  Act  (26  Hen.  8,  c.  13),  by  attainder  of  treas3n ; 
for  that  is  an  hereditament.*' 
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description,  tangi  non  possunt  nee  tiderij  are  induded  under  the 
term  incorpoi'eal  hereditaments.  This  phrase,  therefore,  includes 
all  the  particulars  above  enumerated,  except  legal  estates  of 
inheritance  of  lands  in  possession.  It  also  includes  legal 
estates  of  inheritance  in  lands  in  remainder  or  in  reversion. 
Incorporeal  hereditaments  are  said  at  the  common  law  to  lie 
in  grant ;  because  they  would  pass  by  the  mere  deliveiy  of  a 
deed  purporting  to  convey  them,  and  the  word  grant  was  the 
most  appropriate  (though  not  the  only)  word  of  conveyance  for 
the  purpose. 

The  importance  of  the  distinction  between  corporeal  and 
incorporeal  hereditaments  has  been  diminished  by  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  106,  s.  2;  which  enacts  that  after  1st  October,  1845,  all 
corporeal  tenements  and  hereditaments  shall,  as  regards  the 
conveyance  of  the  immediate  freehold  thereof,  be  deemed  to  lie 
in  grant  as  well  as  in  liveiy.  A  similar  remark  may  be  made 
with  regard  to  the  Intestates  Estates  Act,  1884,  sects.  4,  7 ;  in 
so  far  as  those  sections  render  the  law  of  escheat  applicable  to 
incorporeal  hereditaments. 
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CHAPTER  Vni. 


OF  ESTATES  AT  THE  COMMON   LAW. 


The  distinotioii  between  absolute  dominianj  or  absolute  ownership.  The  origin  of 
saeh  as  the  law  permits  to  be  had  in  chattels,  and  an  eatatey  to 
which  the  English  law  restricts  the  ownership  of  land,  is  no 
doubt  referable  to  the  universal  existence  in  England  of 
tenure.  But  the  existence  of  estates  of  inheritance  was  sug- 
gested, and  made  possible,  by  the  indestructibility  of  their 
commonest  and  earliest  known  subject. 

There  are  three  ancient  sources  of  lawful  rights  of  property 
in  England — (1)  the  common  law ;  (2)  the  statute  law ;  and 
(3)  customs  allowed  by  the  law.*  To  these  must,  for  many 
practical  purposes,  be  added — (4)  the  course  of  equity,  as 
devised  and  consolidated  by  the  Court  of  Chcmcery  before  the 
passing  of  the  Judicature  Acts.  This  last  is  the  origin  of 
equitable  estates,  which  seem  now  to  have  a  good  claim  to  be 
also  styled  lawful.  But  the  circumstances  of  their  origin  have 
impressed  upon  them  some  important  characteristics,  which  they 
still  in  a  great  measure  retain,  by  which  they  are  distinguished 
from  legal  estates,  commonly  so  called,  and  which  make  it 
improper  to  apply  to  them  the  epithet  legal 

All  lawful  estates  must  be  traced  to  one  or  another  of  these 
sources.  The  first  is  the  source  of  common  law  estates;  the 
second  is  the  source  of  entails ;  the  third  is  the  source  of  copy- 
hold and  customary  estates ;  and  the  fourth,  as  already  men- 
tioned, is  the  source  of  equitable  estates. 

From  the  common  law  spring  two  primitive  estates  of  free- 
hold— (1)  a  fee  simple^  which  is  of  inheritance,  and  the  largest  Fee  simple. 


*  ''  Contuetudo  is  one  of  the  maino  triangles  of  the  lawes  of  England ;  thosio 
lawes  being  dirided  into  oommon  law,  statute  law,  and  oustome."  (Co.  Lilt. 
llOb.) 

C.R.P.  E 
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TSBMe  for  estate  known  to  the  law ;  and  (2)  an  estate  for  life^  that  is,  for 
the  life  of  the  tenant  himself.  From  the  fee  simple,  bj  its 
suifering  certain  modifications  which  the  law  permits  to  be 
imposed  upon  it,  are  derived  determinable  fees^  conditional  feeSj 
and  a  peculiar  kind  of  fee  which  may  conveniently  be  styled  a 
qualified  fee  or  qtmlified  fee  simple.  The  nature  of  these  modifi- 
cations, and  of  the  estates  to  which  they  give  rise,  will  hereafter 

Estate  imr  be  explained.  From  the  estate  for  life  is  derived,  by  its  being 
assigned  over  to  another  person,  the  estate  pur  autre  vie.  But 
this  last-mentioned  estate,  though  it  probably  arose  from,  or 
was  suggested  by,  the  assignment  of  an  estate  for  life,  does  not 
necessarily  arise  by  assignment,  but  admits  of  being  created  de 
navo  by  express  limitation. 


No  other  The  above-mentioned  estates  are  the  only  estates  known  to 

oommonlav.  the  common  law,  and  are  therefore  the  only  estates  held  by 
common  law  tenure  and  the  only  estates  of  freehold.  At  the 
present  day  a  conditional  fee  of  lands  or  other  tenements  can 
exist  only  in  the  shape  of  a  fee  tail,  or  estate  tail;  which 
estate  may  be  said  to  owe  its  existence  to  the  common  law,  but 
to  derive  some  of  its  most  important  characteristics  from  the 
statute  De  Bonis  Canditionalibus^  Stat.  Westm.  2,  or  13  Edw.  1, 
cap.  1.  It  is  convenient,  for  some  purposes  of  discussion,  to 
separate  fees  tail  from  the  other  estates  above  mentioned.  The 
latter  may  conveniently  be  styled  common  law  estates;  and 
those  which  are  estates  of  inheritance,  namely,  a  fee  simple,  a 
determinable  fee,  a  conditional  fee,  and  a  qualified  fee  simple, 
may  conveniently  be  styled  common  law  fees. 


Origrin  of  The  statute  De  Donis  restricted  in  some  important  respects 

the  right  of  alienation  incident  to  a  conditional  fee  at  common 
law ;  and  a  conditional  fee  thus  modified  has  ever  since  been 
styled  a  fee  taily  or  (of  late  years  more  commonly,  but  less 
properly)  an  estate  tail.  The  epithet  refers  to  the  cutting  down 
of  the  quantum  of  the  estate,  by  the  restriction  of  the  inheritance 
to  a  class  of  special  heirs,  in  the  place  of  the  heirs  general. 
The  diminution  of  the  quantum  appears  by  the  fact,  that  there 
could  be  no  remainder  or  reversion,  but  only  a  possibility  of 


OF  £STATSS  AT  THE  COMMON  LAW.  51 

leyerter,  upon  a  oonditional  fee ;  *  while  there  is  a  remainder  or 
reversion  upon  a  fee  tail.     (litt.  sect.  19.) 

The  statute  uses  only  the  word  tenementumy  which  the  English  All  tenements 
versions  mistranslate  land.  Not  only  lands,  but  all  tenements, 
provided  that  they  are  also  hereditaments  (without  which  there 
can  of  course  be  no  inheritance  of  them)  are  intailable  by  force 
of  the  statute.  For  this  purpose  the  word  tenement  includes 
not  only  tenements  properly  so  called,  which  are  capable  of 
being  held,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  by  common  law 
tenure,  but  also  all  mixed  hereditaments. 

Such  hereditaments  as  are  not  tenements  cannot  be  intailed. 
These  are  personal  hereditaments;  and,  as  has  above  been 
observed,  any  limitation  which,  in  the  case  of  a  tenement, 
would  create  an  estate  tail,  will,  in  the  case  of  a  personal 
hereditament,  create  a  conditional  fee  at  the  common  law. 

From  the  fee  tail  sprang  the  base  fee  commonly  so  called,  origin  of 
Methods  of  harring  the  entail  having  been  invented,  some  of  ^^^"^^ 
them  barred  it  only  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the  issue  in  tail  were 
concerned,  leaving  unaffected  the  rights  of  the  persons  entitled 
in  remainder  or  reversion.  Hence  arose  an  estate  which,  as  will 
hereafter  be  shown  more  fully,  was  by  construction  of  law  an 
estate  of  inheritance  descendible  to  the  heirs  general,  and  was 
determined  as  soon  as  the  right  of  the  remainderman  became  a 
present  right ;  that  is  to  say,  upon  default  of  issue  inheritable 
tmder  the  entail. 

Other  methods  are,  or  in  earlier  times  have  been,  known  to 
the  law,  whereby  the  duration  of  an  estate  in  one  man  and  his 
heirs  might,  by  operation  or  construction  of  law,  and  not  by 
mere  conveyance  or  assurance  between  the  parties,  be  made  to 
depend  upon  the  continued  existence  of  issue  inheritable  under 
an  entail  previously  vested  in  another  person.  All  such  estates 
are  commonly  styled  base  fees. 

An  estate  conterminous  with  a  base  fee,  as  above  defined,  nde  infra, 

.  D  229  No.  9. 

may  arise  by  express  limitation,  as  well  as  by  the  conversion  of  ' 

•  Vi^e  \f\fray  pp.  74,  75. 

b2 
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a  fee  tail.  When  created  by  express  limitation,  it  is  a  deter- 
minable fee.  But  there  is  this  cardinal  distinction  between  a 
base  fee,  as  above  defined,  and  a  determinable  fee  of  the  like 
duration  arising  under  the  ordinary  rules  of  limitation ;  namely, 
that  there  exists  a  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple  upon  a 
base  fee,  while  no  remainder  or  reversion  can  subsist  upon  a 
determinable  fee  arising  by  limitation  only.* 

Modified  lees.  All  fees,  whether  common  law  fees,  fees  tail,  or  base  fees, 
except  a  fee  simple,  may  conveniently  be  collected  together 
under  the  term  modified  fees. 


How  far 
modified  fees 
nov  exist. 


Such  hereditaments  as  are  not  tenements,  namely,  personal 
hereditaments,  cannot  be  intailed;  and  words  of  limitation 
which,  if  applied  to  tenements,  would  create  an  entail,  will,  at 
the  present  day,  if  applied 'to  them,  create  a  conditional  fee  at 
common  law.  {Earl  of  Stafford  v.  Buckley,  2  Ves.  sen.  170 ; 
and  see  2  Bl.  Com.  154.)  The  same  remark,  mutatis  mutandis, 
applies  also  to  copyholds  of  manors  in  which  there  exists  no 
custom  to  permit  entail ;  the  estate  being  in  this  case  a  customary 
fee,  not  a  common  law  estate.  (See  the  cases  cited  in  the 
chapter  on  fees  tail,  infra.)  The  learning  of  conditional  fees  is, 
therefore,  not  wholly  obsolete,  even  apart  from  its  bearing  upon 
the  existing  law  of  entail. 

Determinable  fees  are  as  valid  in  their  limitation  at  the 
present  day  as  they  ever  were ;  nor  are  they  wholly  obsolete  in 
practice,  for  they  sometimes  occur  by  express  limitation  in 
settlements  of  realty.  Qualified  fees  simple,  as  hereinafter 
defined,  if  indeed  they  can  be  said  ever  to  have  existed  in 
practice,  are  now  no  longer  found ;  but  there  seems  to  be  no 
good  reason  to  doubt  the  possibility  of  their  existence. 


The  division  of  fees  above  proposed  is  not  verbally  identical 


Remarks  on 
J .     J  •  •  • 

of  fees.  with  that  given  by  Lord  Coke,  Co.  Litt.  1  b,  10  Eep.  97  b ;  but 


*  <*  If  A  enfeoffs  B  of  the  manor  of  D,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs, 
so  long  as  C  has  heirs  of  his  hody,  this  is  called  a  fee  simple  limited  and  quali- 
fied ;  and  ....  the  whole  estate  in  the  land  is  in  the  feoffee ;  and  therefore 
no  remainder  or  rerersion  can  be  expectant  upon ''  it.  (10  Bep.  97  b.)  This 
kind  of  estate  is,  in  the  present  work,  always  stjled  a  determinable  fee. 
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the  doctrines  laid  down  are  Lord  Coke's  doctrines,  and  some 
difFerence  of  language  has  been  adopted  only  in  order  to  express 
them  more  clearly.  He  sometimes  uses  the  phrase  conditional 
fee  to  include  not  only  conditional  fees  as  herein  defined,  but 
also  fees  limited  upon  or  subject  to  a  condition ;  and  also,  in 
reference  to  the  statute  Be  BoniSj  to  include  fees  tail.  He  also 
uses  the  phrase  qualified  or  ba^e/ee  to  include  all  fees  except  fees 
simple  and  conditional  fees;  and  in  this  usage  he  is  often 
followed  by  other  authors.  He  sometimes  (10  Bep.  97  b)  seems 
to  use  the  phrase  fee  simple  deteimiinahle  to  include  all  fees 
except  fees  simple  and  base  fees.  But,  with  the  exception  of 
the  peculiar  estate  which,  in  the  present  work  is  styled  a  qualified 
fee  simple^  which  denotes  an  estate  so  seldom  thought  worthy  of 
special  mention  that  it  can  hardly  be  said  to  have  acquired  a 
special  name,  the  proposed  terms  are  here  used  in  senses  which 
they  frequently  bear  in  the  most  approved  authorities.  It  has 
been  a  common  custom  for  the  same  author  at  different  times  to 
use  the  same  term  in  different  senses,  trusting  to  the  context  to 
show  the  sense  on  each  particular  occasion.  In  the  present 
work,  the  phraseology  adopted  is,  at  all  events,  used  with  exact 
oonaistenoy. 

The  common  law  of  England  knew  of  no  estate,  or  proprie-  The  origin 
tary  interest,  less  than  a  freehold.     Ther  only  other  title  to  ^temi^  of 
possession,  in  the  nature  of  a  proprietary  right,  was  a  tenancy  y®*"* 
at  will,  and  there  is  much  reason  to  believe  that  the  division 
between  estates  of  freehold  and  tenancies  at  will  originally 
corresponded  with  the  division  of  the  population  into  free  and 
villein.    The  influence  of  custom  and  the  growth  of  humane 
sentiment  gave  stability  to  the  ancient  tenancies  at  will,  by 
turning  them  into  the  customary  estates  of  the  manor ;  while  at 
the  same  time  the  strict  legal  idea  of  a  tenancy  at  will,  in  fact 
as  well  as  in  name,  remained  applicable  to  tenancies  at  will 
created  newly  and  by  mere  contract. 

A  term  of  years  is  an  anomalous  estate,  which  grew  up  later 
than  the  feudal  settlement  upon  which  the  estates  of  freehold 
were  based;  and  it  never  acquired  any  definite  place  in  the 
feudal  system.  In  the  opinion  of  some  early  jurists,  terms  of 
years,  at  all  events  for  longer  than  foriy  years,  were  void,  aa 
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being  against  the  policy  of  the  law.  (Co.  litt.  45  b,  ad  Jin,) 
This,  however,  cannot  be  shown  to  have  left  any  traces  in 
the  actual  practice  of  any  period,  and  it  was  undoubtedly 
obsolete  in  the  time  of  Bichard  II.  (Go.  litt.  46  a;  Harg. 
n.  1.) 

But  terms  of  years  were  by  the  common  law  liable  to  de- 
struction at  the  will  of  the  reversioner  having  the  freehold.  If 
the  latter  suffered  judgment  to  go  against  him  by  default  in  a 
collusive  action  of  recovery,  a  lease  previously  granted  by  him 
for  years  had  no  validity  as  against  the  recoveror,  who  claimed 
and  obtained  judgment  upon  a  supposed  title  paramount  to  the 
title  of  the  reversioner ;  and  this  destruction  of  his  estate  could 
not  be  hindered  by  the  termor,  because,  having  no  freehold,  he 
had  no  loctia  standi  to  intervene  in  an  action  of  recovery.  This 
hardship  was  partly  remedied  by  the  Statute  of  Gloucester, 
6  Edw.  1,  and  completely  remedied  by  the  21  Hen.  8,  o.  15, 
which  enabled  termors  to  falsify  recoveries  obtained  on  feigned 
tittes.     (2  Inst.  321,  322  ;  Co.  litt.  46  a.) 

They  exist  as       Au  estate  which  could  not,  by  the  common  law,  be  defended 
ozUybj  at  law,  seems  at  common  law  to  have  been  no  estate.     The 

statute.  foregoing  considerations  warrant  the  conclusion,  that  terms  of 

years  originally  pushed  themselves  into  the  rank  of  '^  legal 
estates,"  only  by  virtue  of  the  statute  21  Hen.  8,  c.  15.  This 
statute  has  been  repealed  by  the  Statute  Law  Kevision  Act, 
1863 ;  but  the  previous  abolition  of  common  recoveries  by  the 
Fines  and  Eecoveries  Act,  s.  2,  and  of  real  actions  generally  by 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  36,  will  prevent  the  repeal  from  affect- 
ing the  legal  status  of  terms  of  years. 

This  conclusion,  as  to  the  primitive  legal  status  of  terms  of 
years,  is  confirmed  by  the  fact,  that  the  word  seisin  is  used  by 
the  old  writers  synonymously  with  possession;  showing  that 
they  recognized  no  possession,  so  far  as  real  property  is 
concerned,  unaccompanied  by  an  estate  of  freehold.  The  word 
seisin  is  still  appropriated  solely  to  describe  the  possession  of 
freeholders  {Leach  v.  «7ay,  9  Oh.  D.  42) ;  while  the  word  posses- 
sion is  commonly  used  to  denote  the  possession  of  termors  for 
years,  of  tenants  from  year  to  year,  or  at  will,  and  of  other 
persons  having  chattel  interests,  or  in  possession  under  any 
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tight  or  title  whidi  is  not  founded  upon  an  estate  of  freehold.* 
(litt  sect.  324.) 

It  is  also  evident  that  an  estate  which  at  the  common  law  did  On  the  use 

,  n  1  •  ^^  ^®  word 

not  exist,  could  not  possiblj  be  the  subject  of  common  law  tenure  in 
tenure ;  and  it  seems  to  be  the  more  judicious  course,  to  avoid  ^^^^r^  of 
altogether  the  use  of  the  word  tenure  in  connection  with  terms  y®*"* 
of  years.    However,  a  practice  has  sprung  up,  of  referring  to 
terms  of  years  under  the  name  of  ''lands  held  by  leasehold 
tenure."    This  phrase  is  peculiarly  inaccurate,  because  there  is 
nothing  in  the  word  ''  leasehold  "  to  confine  it  to  terms  of  years, 
and  it  is  equally  applicable  to  lands  which  are  held  imder 
leases  for  lives.    Thus  the  phrase  compresses  within  a  single 
word  both  the  nondescript  tenure  (if  there  is  one)  by  which 
terms  of  years  are  held,  and  the  well-known  common  law 
tenure  by  whidi  estates  of  mere  freehold  are  held. 

littleton  has  lent  some  countenance  to  the  use  of  these  loose 
expressions.  In  sect.  132  he  arrives  at  the  conclusion  that  some 
Idnd  of  tenure  subsists  between  a  termor  for  years  and  the  lessor. 
His  language  (as  translated  by  Lord  Coke)  is  as  follows :  ''Also 
"  if  a  lease  be  made  to  a  man  for  terme  of  yeares,  it  is  mid^ 
''  that  the  lessee  shall  do  fealty  to  the  lessor,  became  he  holdeth 
'*  of  him.  And  this  is  well  proved  by  the  words  of  the  writ  of 
"  wast,  when  the  lessor  hath  cause  to  bring  a  writ  of  wast 
'*  against  him ;  which  writ  shall  say,  that  the  lessee  holds  his 
"  tenements  of  the  lessour  for  terme  of  yeares.    80  the  tmt  proves 


«  In  his  tnnaUtion  of  litt.  sect.  177»  Lord  Coke  nses  the  word  seisin  to  de» 
note  iks  act  of  taking  possession  of  chattels.  And  in  litt.  sect.  667,  the  word 
■eised  is  used  in  referenoe  to  a  term  of  years.  [Professor  F.  W.  Maitland  has 
also  shown,  in  a  yeiy  interesting  artiole  in  the  Law  Quarterly  Review,  Vol.  I., 
p.  824,  that  in  early  times  the  word  seisin  was  used  indifferently  in  relation  both 
to  real  and  personal  property.  This  does  not,  of  course,  prove  that  lawyers  then 
saw  no  distinction  between  the  seisin  of  lands  and  the  seisin  of  chattels.  On  the 
contrary,  it  should  rather  be  inferred,  that  they  saw  the  distinction  so  clearly, 
and  had  so  little  fear  of  its  being  oyerlooked,  that  they  apprehended  no  danger 
of  confusion  in  the  use  of  a  single  word  to  express  the  two  things.  Professor 
"iffaitland  is  of  opinion  that  the  word  acquired  its  special  appropriation  to  land  at 
•ome  time  during  the  fifteenth  century.  This  looks  as  though  the  stricter  use 
of  the  word  had  been  introduced  at  about  the  time  when,  by  reason  of  the  grow- 
ing importance  of  chattel  interests  in  lands,  some  danger  of  confusion  might 
have  been  apprehended,  if  a  single  word  had  oontiimecl  tp  be  u^  to  denote  the 
two  kinds  of  possession.] 
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"  a  tenure  betweene  them.*^  Here  Littleton  first  cites  the  opinion 
that  the  reason  why  termors  for  years  were  admitted  to  do  fealty 
was  that  they  held  of  their  lessors ;  and  then,  but  with  a  very 
oiroumspect  air,  infers  the  existence  of  some  kind  of  tenure  from 
the  language  of  the  writ  of  waste* 

Chattel  The  cessation  of  an  estate  of  freehold  can  only  occur  by  the 

intereflts  m  i       p  -i  p  i    • 

land  other  dropping  of  a  life,  or  the  failure  of  issue,  or  the  failure  of  heirs, 
of  years.  OT  the  happening  of  some  event  of  which  the  happening  is 
uncertain ;  and  it  is  often  said,  that  this  affords  a  distinction 
between  estates  amounting  to  a  freehold,  and  estates  (meaning 
thereby,  terms  of  years)  less  than  a  freehold.  But  it  is  to  be 
observed  that,  partly  by  the  common  law  and  partly  by  virtue 
of  divers  Acts  of  Parliament,  a  chattel  interest  may  under 
peculiar  circumstances  arise  in  lands,  which,  though  it  is  not  a 
term  of  years,  nevertheless  endures  for  a  time  unascertained  at 
its  commencement : — (1)  Under  a  devise  to  executors  merely  for 
the  payment  of  debts;  (2)  tenancy  by  statute  merchant; 
(3)  tenancy  by  statute  staple;  (4)  tenancy  by  elegit;  (5)  by 
the  guardian  in  chivalry  holding  over  for  "single  or  double 
value,"  after  the  ward's  marriage  within  the  age  of  wardship 
without  the  consent  of  the  guardian ;  as  to  which  penalties,  see 
Co.  litt.  82  b.  For  some  account  of  these  chattel  interests 
having  an  uncertain  duration,  see  Co.  Litt.  42  a ;  ibid.  43  b. 
The  three  first  mentioned  are  now  obsolete  in  practice,  and  the 
fifth  was  abolished  with  the  abolition  of  tenure  in  chivalry  by 
12  Car.  2,  c.  24.  The  only  one  now  occurring  in  practice  is 
tenancy  by  elegit.  These  interests  are  not  properly  estates,  and 
can  hardly  even  be  styled  proprietary  rights,  but  are  rather 
temporary  liens,  subject  to  an  obligation  to  apply  the  profits  in 
a  specified  manner. 

A  devise  of  lands  to  a  man  and  his  executors  for  the  payment 
of  debts  gives  a  chattel  interest  to  the  legatee.  (1  Prest.  Est. 
608.)  But  if  the  devise  had  been  to  the  man  and  his  heirs,  it 
would  have  created  a  determinable  fee.  ( Vide  in/ray  p.  232, 
Nos.  21—23.) 

*  For  some  further  remarks  upon  this  subject,  see  Appendix  I.,  tn/ra. 
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CHAPTEE  IX. 

ON  THE  DERIVATION  AND  SUCCESSION  OF  ESTATES. 

Proprietary  o^vnersliip,  in  the  absence  of  any  special  cause  of 
incapacity,  such  as  infancy,  coverture,  or  lunacy,  imports  by  the 
common  law,  as  a  general  characteristic,  the  right  of  alienation ; 
which  right  may  be  exercised  either  absolutely  or  partially,  in 
accordance  with  the  maxim,  Cujm  est  dare,  ejus  est  disponere; 
partial  alienation  being  made  possible  by  the  fact  that  estates 
differ  one  from  another  in  quantum.  It  follows  that,  either 
by  means  of  successive  partial  alienations,  or  by  means  of  a 
single  disposition  creating  several  successive  estates,  several  per- 
sons may  at  the  same  time  be  entitled,  in  different  degrees  of 
nearness  and  remoteness,  to  the  possession  of  the  same  land,  one* 
only  being  entitled  to  the  possession  for  the  time  being. 

The  idea  of  a  partial,  as  distinguished  from  an  absolute,  DistinctionB 
alienation,  opens  the  distinction  between  onginal  estates  and  the  su^esaiG 
derivative  estates.    The  fact  that  several  successive  estates  may  ^  estates. 
be  simultaneously  derived  out  of  one  original,  whereby  it  comes 
to  pass  that  a  derivative  estate  may  be  an  estate  not  in  posses- 
sion, leads  to  the  distinction  between  remainders  and  reversions. 
The  fact  that  estates  may  be  so  limited  as  to  take  effect  only 
upon  the  happening  of  a  contingency,  suggests  the  distinction 
between  vested  estates  and  contingent  estates ;  which  last-men* 
tioned  estates  can  only  be  remainders^  because  estates  in  posses- 
sion and  reversion  are  necessarily  vested.    And  the  fact  that 
the  ingenuity  of  conveyancers,  operating  upon  the  statutes  of 
wills  and  the  Statute  of  Uses,  has  devised  other  prospective 
possibilitiesy  unknown  to  the  common  law,  as  interests  to  arise 


*  Tenants  in  oommon,  oopazoenen,  joint-tenants,  and  tenants  \}j  entireties, 
being  for  this  purpose  oonnted  as  one  person. 
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■ 

at  a  future  time,  wluch  are  not  estates,  but  which  will  be  estates 
when  they  arise,  makes  it  necessary  to  distinguish  executory 
interests  from  contingent  remainders. 

The  distinctions  above  mentioned  are  the  most  important  of 
those  which  need  to  be  considered  in  treating  of  the  relations 
inter  se  of  estates  in  respect  to  the  time  of  their  enjoyment. 


Original  Estates  and  Derivative  Estates. 

The  terms  derivative  and  original^  as  applied  to  estates,  scarcely 
need  definition.  When  by  the  act  of  a  grantor  or  settlor,  a  less 
estate  is  (or  several  estates  are)  parcelled  out  from  a  greater,  every 
such  less  estate  is  derivative  in  respect  to  the  greater;  which 
latter,  in  respect  to  all  the  less  estates,  is  original. 

The  same  The  word  derivative  is  applied  to  estates  not  in  reference  to 

both^ri^al  ^^7  intrinsic  quality  in  the  derived  estates,  but  only  to  describe 
Jye  ^®"^*'  their  relation  to  the  original  estate.  An  estate  which  is  deri- 
vative in  respect  to  a  larger  estate,  may  itself  be  an  original 
estate  in  respect  to  a  less  estate  subsequently  derived  out  of  it. 
Every  estate  (greater  than  a  tenancy  at  will)  is  capable  of  being 
an  original  estate.  For  this  purpose,  a  term  of  years,  or  a 
tenancy  from  year  to  year,  is  regarded  as  an  estate ;  though  the 
word  estate  is  strictly  applicable  only  to  estates  existing  by  the 
common  law. 

Merger.  The  opposite  of  the  process  by  which  one  or  more  less  estates 

may  be  derived  out  of  a  greater,  is  the  merger  of  estates;*  by 
which  one  or  more  less  estates  may  become  blended  with  a 
greater,  so  as  to  be  indistinguishable  from  it  in  the  same  sense, 
and  to  the .  same  extent,  as  was  the  case  before  the  less  estates 
were  derived  out  of  the  greater.  Some  remarks  upon  this  sub- 
ject will  be  found  in  a  subsequent  chapter. 


*  Styled  the  merger  of  estaUt — t.^.,  the  merger  of  one  eetate  in  another 
estate, — to  distinguish  it  from  the  merger  (more  correctly  styled  extit^guuhment) 
of  incumbrances  in  the  estate  o-ver  which  they  subsist :  a  subject  with  which  the 
merger  of  estates  is  sometimes  confused. 
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Fiom  the  difficulty  of  preserving  strict  consistency  when  Estates  oan- 
dealing  with  abstractions,  and  the  confusion  introduced  by  the  ^  i,^^, 
practice  of  classing  together  physical  objects  and  estates  under 
the  terms  tenements  and  hereditaments,  there  have  arisen 
several  inaccurate  phrases,  which  can  be  used  only  subject  to 
a  perpetual  tadt  correction.  A  lawful  estate  cannot,  unless 
perhaps  by  the  express  operation  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  be 
created  de  novo  in  any  other  sense  than  that  of  being  derived 
de  novo  out  of  an  existing  estate  in  which  it  was  previously 
included.  Lands  themselves  cannot  be  settled,  devised,  or 
intailed,  for  the  subject  of  the  settiement,  devise,  or  entail,  is 
an  estate  in  the  lands,  not  the  lands  themselves ;  and  the  nature 
of  all  dealing  with  lands  is  in  general  circumscribed  by  the 
nature  of  the  estate  by  which  such  dealing  is  made  possible. 

Estates  whidi  are  derived  out  of  any  estate  less  than  a  fee  DeriyatiYe 
simple,  retain  the  characteristics  of  their  restricted  original.    No  destroyed  by 
settlor  can  emancipate  the  derivative  estates  from  any  restric-  tb^^of  the ' 
tion,  or  liability  to  determination,  which  affects  the  original  original 

estate. 

estate  out  of  which  they  are  derived.  If  the  original  estate  is 
itself  less  in  quantum  than  a  fee,  or  is  a  determinable  fee,  or 
other  determinable  estate,  or  is  an  estate  subject  to  a  condition, 
then  every  event  by  which  the  original  estate  is  to  be,  or  may 
be,  determined,  is  by  construction  of  law  annexed,  as  a  deter* 
minable  limitation,  to  each  of  the  derivative  estates;  so  that 
each  of  the  latter  wiU  be  ipso /ado  determined  by  the  happening 
of  any  event  which  determines  the  original  estate,  in  accordance 
with  the  maxim,  Cessante  statu  primitivOy  cessat  derivativus. 
(1  Frest.  Est.  123 ;  and  see  8  Bep.  34  a.) 

Nevertheless,  it  must  be  remarked,  in  qualification  of  the  Apparent 

■..  iji_fi  j>x«i*  •  ^       exceptions 

precedmg  paragraph,  that  a  tenant  m  tail  m  possession  can,  by  from  the 
virtue  of  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  dispose  of  the  intailed  Irf^fi^^f 
lands  for  a  fee  simple  absolute ;  which  estate  is  of  course  not 
liable  to  be  determined  by  the  happening  of  any  event  which 
would  have  determined  the  estate  tail.  A  tenant  in  tail  in 
remainder,  with  the  consent  of  the  protector  of  the  settlement, 
oan  make  a  like  disposition.  Similarly,  the  tenant  for  life  in 
possession,  under  a  settlement  which  comprises  the  fee  simple. 
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can  dispose  of  the  fee  simple  in  the  settled  lands  under  the 
powers  conferred  by  the  Settled  Laud  Acts.  These,  and  other 
like  cases,  are  only  apparent  exceptions  from  the  principle 
stated  in  the  foregoing  paragraph.  The  fee  simple  of  which 
the  tenant  in  tail  disposes,  is  the  fee  simple  out  of  which  the 
estate  tail  was  derived ;  and  the  fee  simple  of  which  the  tenant 
for  life  disposes,  is  the  fee  simple  comprised  in  the  settlement ; 
and  in  both  cases  the  disposition  takes  effect  under  a  statutory 
power:  a  subject  which  is  further  considered  in  the  next 
following  paragraph. 


Operation  of 
powers. 


N 


The  practical  application  of  the  maxim,  Cujus  est  dare^  efus 
est  disponere,  is  complicated  by  the  existence  of  powers ;  whereby 
a  separation  may  be  effected  between  the  potestas  dandi  and  the 
potestas  disponendi,  to  such  purpose  that  there  is  no  necessary 
relation  between  the  estate  (if  any)  of  the  person  exercising  the 
power,  and  the  estates  which  may  arise  by  its  exercise.  In 
such  cases  the  proposition  remains  nevertheless  true,  that  the 
estates  which  so  arise  are  derived  out  of  an  original  estate, 
though  that  estate  may  not  be,  and  usually  is  not,  vested  in  the 
person  by  whom  the  power  is  exercised.  Therefore,  in  apply- 
ing the  maxim,  Cesaante  statu  pnmitivo,  cessat  derivatitmSy  to  the 
exercise  of  powers,  we  must  observe  that  the  status  primitims  is 
not  necessarily,  or  usually,  the  estate  of  the  donee  of  the  power. 
In  the  case  of  powers  contained  in  wiUs,  or  powers  operating  by 
virtue  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  the  original  estate  is  the  estate  of 
the  testator  or  settlor.  In  the  case  of  powers  created  by  express 
statute,  the  original  estate  is  the  fee  simple,  upon  which,  where- 
soever it  may  be  subsisting,  the  statutory  power  acts,  by  the 
direct  authority  of  the  law,  so  far  and  to  such  an  extent  as  may 
be  necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  exercise  of  the  statutoiy 
power. 


Modes  of 
dfiriyfttiOii. 


Thus  the  methods  by  which  one  estate  may  be  derived  out  of 
another  may  be  divided  into  three  heads : — 

1,  When  the  original  estate  is  vested  in  the  person  by  whom 
the  derivation  is  effected ;  and  who  has,  by  the  common 
law,  the  right  to  effect  such  derivation,  as  an  incident 
attached  to  bis  ownership ; 
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2.  When  the  derivation  is  effected  hy  the  exercise  of  a  power, 

operating  by  means  either  of  a  devise  or  of  the  Statute 
of  Uses;  and 

3.  When  the  derivation  is  effected  by  the  exercise  of  a  statu- 

tory power,  which  operates  directiy  upon  the  legal  estate, 
without  need  for  the  intervention  of  the  machinery  of 
uses  or  devises. 

To  these  must  be  added  certain  cases  in  which  it  would  seem  As  to  estatds 
that,  by  force  of  an  express  statute,  an  estate  is  truly  created  de  by  statate. 
novo,  being  made  to  arise  in  one  person  under  circumstances 
which  are  inconsistent  with  the  hypothesis  that  it  arises  by  deri- 
vation out  of  an  existing  estate,  or  by  the  transfer  of  an  existing 
estate  from  one  owner  to  another. 

(1)  By  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74, 

8.  39,  it  is  enacted,  that  if  a  base  fee  in  any  lands,  and 
the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  in  the  same  lands,  shall 
be  united  in  the  same  person,  without  the  intervention 
of  any  intermediate  estate,  the  base  fee  shall  not  merge, 
but  be  ipso  facto  enlarged  into  as  large  an  estate  as  the 
tenant  in  tail,  with  the  consent  of  the  protector  (if  any) 
might  have  created  by  any  disposition  under  the  Act  if 
such  remainder  or  reversion  had  been  vested  in  any  other 
person.  This  estate  is  usually  a  fee  simple  absolute. 
Here  the  declaration,  that  enlargement  shall  be  substi- 
tuted for  merger,  is  equivalent  to  a  declaration  that  the 
estate  obtained  by  the  enlargement  is  created  dt  novo ; 
since  the  contrary  hypothesis  would  require  a  different 
declaration ;  namely,  that,  notwithstanding  merger,  the 
remainder  or  reversion  should  retain  certain  character- 
istics of  the  base  fee. 

(2)  The  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881,  s.  65,  amended  by  the 

Conveyancing  Act,  1882,  s.  11,  enacts,  that  any  of  the 
persons  interested  in  manner  therein  mentioned  in  a 
long  term  of  the  kind  therein  specified,  may  by  deed 
declare  that  the  term  shall  be  enlarged  into  a  fee  simple; 
and  that  thereupon  the  term  shall  be  enlarged  accord- 
ingly. For  reasons  similar  to  those  alleged  in  the  pre- 
vious case,  the  conclusion  seems  to  follow,  that  the  estate 
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obtained  by  the  enlargement  is  oreated  de  novOf  and  is 
not  obtained  by  a  transfer  of  the  pre-existing  fee  simple. 
A  question  may  still  remain,  whether  the  pre-existing 
fee  simple  is  destroyed,  or  whether  it  continues  to  exist 
in  the  shape  of  a  reversion  upon  the  fee  simple  obtained 
by  the  enlargement;  in  which  case  the  latter  would 
exist  as  a  base  fee.     ( Vide  in/ray  p.  305.) 

The  derivation  of  estates  out  of  an  original  by  the  act  of 
parties  only,  is  substantially  the  same  process,  whether  it  is 
effected  by  direct  assurance,  or  circuitously,  by  the  exercise  of  a 
power  created  by  a  settlor.  The  limits  to  what  can  be  effected 
by  the  direct  process  are  the  same  as  the  limits  to  what  can  thus 
be  effected  by  the  circuitous  process.  But  the  operation  of  a 
statutory  power  is  subject  only  to  the  limits  imposed  by  the 
statute.  The  following  observations  will  illustrate  the  different 
aspects  of  the  derivation  of  estates. 

Estates  1.  A  fee  tail  is  in  the  eye  of  the  law  a  conditional  fee,  though 

ofa^ee  toil.  ^7  ^®  statute  De  Bonis  certain  rights  are  given  to  the 

issue  in  tail,  to  defeat  alienations  made  at  the  common 
law  by  their  ancestor.  That  the  tenant  in  tail  has  a 
fee,  and  that  a  fee  tail  does  not  consist  of  a  mere  succes- 
sion of  estates  for  life  taken  by  the  successive  tenants  in 
tail,  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  alienation  of  tenant 
in  tail,  when  it  had  not  the  peculiar  efficacy  of  a  fine  or 
recovery,  would  suffice  to  create  a  base  fee,  which  on  the 
death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  oreatiDg  it  did  not  become 
absolutely  void,  but  only  liable  to  be  avoided  by  the 
entry  of  the  issue  in  tail.  ( Vide  in/ray  p.  293.)  The 
same  remark  holds  good  of  dispositions  at  the  present 
day  made  by  the  tenant  in  tail,  which  are  insufficient  to 
bar  the  entail  by  virtue  of  the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act. 
In  this  sense  a  fee  may  be  derived  out  of  a  fee  tail ;  but 
the  fee  so  derived  is  made  voidable  by  the  statute  Be 
Bonis. 

Leases  made  by  tenants  in  tail  under  32  Hen.  8,  c.  28 
(of  which  the  term  might  not  exceed  tweniy-one  years, 
or  three  lives),  were  by  that  statute  made  effectual  in 
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law  as  against  the  issue  in  tail.  Such  terms  seem  to 
have  been  derived  out  of  the  estate  tail.  (See  8  Bep. 
34  a.)  This  statute  was  repealed,  so  far  as  tenants  in 
tail  are  oonoemed,  by  19  &  20  Yiot.  c.  120,  s.  35. 

And  since  no  right  of  entry  can  accrue  to  the  issue  in 
tail  until  the  death  of  the  preceding  tenant  in  tail,  it 
follows  that,  to  the  extent  of  an  estate  for  the  life  of  the 
tenant  in  tail,  or  a  term  of  years  determinable  on  the 
dropping  of  his  life,  estates  may  be  effectually  derived 
at  conmion  law  out  of  an  estate  tail. 

2.  Out  of  an  original  estate  for  the  life  of  the  grantor,  there  Estates 

can   be  derived  only  estates  determinable    upon    the  of  an  estate 
dropping  of  his  life.    These  may  be  either  estates  for  ^^'^®' 
joint  lives,  one  of  the  lives  being  the  life  of  the  grantor ; 
or  they  may  be  terms  of  years  determinable  either  upon 
the  dropping  of  one  of  such  joint  lives,  or  upon  the 
dropping  of  the  grantor's  life. 

The  tenant  of  an  estate  for  life  which  arises  under  a 
settlement,  when  his  estate  is  vested  in  possession,  being 
the  person  who  is  for  the  time  being,  under  the  settle- 
ment, beneficially  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  settled 
land  for  his  life,  is  enabled,  by  the  Settled  Land  Act, 
1882,  to  exercise  the  powers  of  sale,  exchange,  partition, 
leasing,  and  other  powers  conferred  by  that  Act.  (See 
sect.  2,  sub-s.  5  of  the  Act.)  Estates  created  by  the 
tenant  for  life  in  possession  under  a  settlement,  in  exer- 
cise of  the  powers  conferred  by  the  Settled  Land  Acts, 
cannot  be  derived  out  of  the  estate  for  life  of  the  donee 
of  the  powers,  but  arise  by  force  of  the  statute.  They 
seem  to  be  derived  out  of  the  original  estate  of  the  settlor, 
and  to  be,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  determinable 
with  it^  in  cases  where  it  is  liable  to  determination. 

3.  Out  of  an  original  estate  pur  autre  vkj  whether  for  life  or  Estates 

lives,  there  can,  in  like  manner,  be  derived  only  estates  of  an  es^ 
determinable  upon  the  dropping  of  all,  or  some,  of  the  ^^^  ^^^*^  *^' 
original  lives.    Such  estates  may  be  estates  for  Ufe, 
estates  j9tir  autre  vie^  or  terms  of  years. 
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4.  Out  of  a  term  of  years  there  can  be  derived  no  estate, 
except  a  term  of  years,  either  expressed  to  be  of  less 
duration  than  the  original  term,  or  determinable 
(whether  expressly  or  by  operation  of  law)  with  its 
determination. 


On  the  Terms  Vested^  Contingent,  and  Executory. 

Vested  estates  Of  the  divisions  into  vested  and  contingent  and  into  f>ested  and 
exectUort/y  neither  is  exhaustive;  but  the  term  vested  estate  is 
sometimes  opposed  to  the  term  contingent  estate,  and  is  sometimes 
opposed  to  the  term  executory  interest. 

An  estate  may  be  either  vested  in  possession,  or  vested  only  in 
interest,  the  actual  possession  being  in  another.  The  phrase, 
vested  in  possession,  needs  no  definition.  An  estate  is  said, 
though  not  vested  in  possession,  to  be  vested  in  interest  in  a 
given  person,  when  that  person  would  be  entitled,  by  virtue  of 
it,  to  the  actual  possession  of  the  lands,  if  the  estate  should 
become  the  estate  in  possession  by  the  determination  of  all  the 
True  criterion  precedent  estates.  In  the  words  of  Feame : — "  It  is  not  the 
vested  and  "  uncertainty  of  ever  taking  effect  in  possession  that  makes  a 
est^^^*  "  remainder  contingent ;  for  to  that,  every  remainder  for  life  or 
'^  in  tail  is  and  must  be  liable ;  as  the  remainderman  may  die, 
"  or  die  without  issue,  before  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 
"  The  present  capacity  of  taking  effect  in  possession,  if  the  pos- 
"  session  were  to  become  vacant,  and  not  the  certainty  that  the 
^'  possession  will  become  vacant  before  the  estate  limited  in 
"  remainder  determines,  universally  distinguishes  a  vested 
"  remainder  from  one  that  is  contingent."  (Feame,  Cont. 
Item.  216.) 


Kestriction 
npon  the 
criterion. 


The  doctrine  laid  down  by  Feame  in  the  foregoing  passage, 
is'  almost  universally  true ;  though  it  is  possible  to  imagine  a 
case  which  would  impose  some  qualification.  For  example,  a 
limitation  in  a  deed  to  the  use  of  A  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  his  heir,  and  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  heir.  In 
such  a  case,  the  heir  of  A  would  take  an  estate  in  tail  male  by 
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puTohasOy  because  the  words  of  limitation  superadded  to  the  word 
heir  would  prevent  the  application  of  the  Eule  in  Shelley's 
Case ;  aiid  during  the  life  of  A  this  estate  tail  would  be  a  con- 
tingent remainder,  although  the  heir  apparent  or  presumptive 
for  the  time  being  would  always  be  ready,  during  the  ancestor's 
lifetime,  to  step  into  the  possession  if  it  should  become  vacant. 
The  above-cited  language  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  person 
claiming  by  purchase  as  heir  in  remainder  expectant  upon  an 
estate  for  Uf e  limited  to  his  ancestor,  during  his  ancestor's  life- 
time: such  a  remainder  being  contingent,  because  the  heir's 
dsdm  is  liable  at  any  time  to  be  defeated  by  his  ceasing  to  be 
heir,  either,  if  he  is  heir  apparent,  by  his  own  death  in  the 
ancestor's  lifetime,  or,  if  he  is  only  heir  presumptive,  also 
by  the  birth  of  a  prior  heir. 

It  is  now  dearly  settled,  after  considerable  doubt  and  hesita-  Existence  of 
tion,  that  the  existence  of  a  power  of  appointment  will  not  do^notpre- 
prevent  estates  limited  to  take  effect  in  default  of  the  exercise  ^®^*^  ▼estmg. 
of  the  power  from  vesting,  if  they  are  such  as,  apart  from  the 
existence  of  the  power,  would  be  vested  estates.    (Feame,  Cent. 
Bem.  226  et  seq.)    Such  estates  are  said  to  be  vested,  but  liable 
to  be  devested  by  an  exercise  of  the  power. 

Contingent  estates  are  capable  of  being  limited  under  the  Contrngent 
rules  of  the  common  law ;  and  their  distinguishing  quality  of 
contingency  is  conferred  upon  them  by  the  terms  of  their 
limitation ;  either  (1)  by  a  provision  that  the  specified  person 
shall  not  take  unless  a  contingency  shall  happen,  or  (2)  that  he 
shall  not  take  until  the  happening  of  a  future  event,  or  (3)  by 
reason  that  the  limitation  is  in  favour  of  a  person  not  ascertained, 
or  not  yet  in  being. 

Of  these  three  sub-divisions,  the  first  comprises  the  first  and 
second  of  Feame's  four  classes;  and  the  second  and  third 
ooxrespond  with  his  third  and  fourth  classes  respectively. 

Executory  interests  do  not  admit  of  being  limited  under  the  Executory 

intercBts. 

rules  of  the  common  law.     They  owe  their  whole  existence 
partly  to  the  statutes  permitting  devises  of  lands,  and  partly  to 
the  Statute  of  Uses.    The  limitations  under  which  they  arise. 
C.R.P.  y 
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are  called  executory  limitdtionsj  which  in  a  will  are  executory' 
dectseSf  and  in  a  deed  are  springing  or  shifting  uses.  Phrases 
which  properly  refer  to  the  mode  of  their  limitation  are  in  prac- 
tice often  confused,  or  used  interchangeably  with,  phrases  which 
properly  refer  to  the  nature  of  the  interest  taken  under  such 
limitations.  This  usage  is  especially  frequent  with  respect  to 
executory  devises ;  that  is  to  say,  an  executory  interest  arising 
by  executory  devise,  is  often  briefly  styled  an  executory  devise. 


Di0tinoti(m 

between 

oontingent 

eetateB  and 

executory 

intereets. 


Since  executory  interests  may  be,  though  they  are  not  neces- 
sarily, limited  to  arise  upon  a  contingency,  they  are  liable  to  be 
confused  with  contingent  Temainders.  The  distinction  between 
them  is  given  by  the  following  propositions  :r— Every  limitation 
which  creates,  in  favour  of  a  specified  person,  a  possibility  of 
the  vesting  of  an  estate  in  him  at  a  future  time,  which  is  valid 
by  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  gives  rise  to  a  contingent 
remainder.  And  every  such  limitation  which  is  valid  in  a 
will  or  in  a  oonyeyance  to  uses,  but  would  not  be  valid  as  a 
limitation  under  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  gives  rise  to  an 
executory  interest. 


How  far 
asfflgnable  or 
tranwniwaible. 


In  the  view  of  the  common  law,  both  contingent  remainders 
and  executory  interests  were  only  possibilities*  and  therefore 
were  not  assignable  inter  vivos  (Case  in  C.  B.  cited  in  4  Bep.  at 
p.  66) ;  though,  as  being  not  bare  possibilities,  but  possibilities 


*  The  word  postibility  has  been  obflcured  by  its  oonfused  nsage.    But  three 
kinds  oan  be  distingniahed : — 

(1)  PQ99ibiUiie$  coupled  with  an  iniereat;  as  contingent  remainders  and  execu- 

tory interests ;  which,  so  soon  as  the  person  in  whom  they  will  vest)  if  they 
do  vesti  is  ascertained,  are  both  descendible  and  deyiseable. 

(2)  Bare  possibilitiea  ;  as  the  possibility  of  reverter  on  the  breach  of  a  condition, 

and  the  possibility  of  reverter  upon  a  common  law  fee  other  than  a  fee 
simple ;  these  at  common  law  are  descendible  but  not  deyiseable. 

(3)  Aheoluiely  hare  possibilities^  or  mere  expectations  of  possible  benefits,  not 

founded  upon  the  dispositions  or  provisions  of  any  operative  assurance; 
These  at  common  law  are  neither  descendible  nor  deviseable ;  though  the 
Bucoession  of  children  by  representation  in  heirship  often  did,  so  far  as 
the  expectations  of  heirs  are  concerned,  amount  practically  to  the  same 
thing.  But,  in  strictness,  they  did  not  succeed  to  the  expectaiion^  but  to  the 
heirship  upon  which  it  was  founded. 
I^ch  possibilities  of  devisees,  if  children  of  the  testator,  are  practically  made 
vometinos  descendible  by  the  Wills  Act,  7  Will.  4  &  1  Yict.  c.  26,  s.  88. 
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ec/iipled  with  an  itii^est^  they  miglit  be  devised  under  the  Statictes 
of  WiUs.  {Roe  V.  Janesy  1  H.  Bl.  30 ;  S.  C.  in  B.  E.  sub  nam. 
Janes  v.  Boey  3  T.  E.  88.)  They  might  also,  at  common  law, 
he  released  {Lampefs  case^  10  Eep.  46),  and  be  bound  by 
estoppel.  ( Weak  v.  Lower^  Pollexf.  54^  Doe  v.  Martyn^  8  B.  &  0. 
497 ;  Doe  v.  OKvef\  10  B.  &  C.  181.)  Contracts,  and  assurances 
relating  to  them,  if  made  for  valuable  consideration,  might 
generally  be  enforced  in  equity  ( Wright  v.  Wright ^  1  Ves.  sen. 
409 ;  Crofts  v.  Middleton,  8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  192) ;  which  remark 
applies  even  to  such  absolutely  bare  possibilities  as  the  ezpecta- 
tions  of  heirs  during  the  lives  of  their  ancestors,  and  of  devisees 
and  legatees  during  the  lives  of  their  testators  or  possible 
testators.  {Beckley  v.  Newland,  2  P.  Wms.  182.)  Now,  by 
8  &  9  Yict.  c.  106,  s.  6,  both  contingent  remainders  and  execu- 
tory interests  may  be  "  disposed  of  "  by  deed.* 


Remainders  and  Reversions. 

Remainder  and  reversion  are  both  relative  terms,  each  depend-  Nature  of  the 
ing  upon  the  relation  of  an  estate  which  is  posterior  in  point  of  between 
time  to  an  estate  which  is  prior  in  point  of  time.     The  prior     ®™" 
estate  is  in  both  cases  styled  the  particular  estate.     The  dis- 
tinction between  a  remainder  and  a  reversion  lies  in  the  difier- 
enoe  in  the  relation  borne  by  them  respectively  to  the  particular 
estate ;  and  this  relation  depends  upon  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  particular  estate  became  separated  from  the  reversion 
or  remainder. 


*  A  present  light  of  entry  may  also  be  aasigned  by  Tirtae  of  this  enactment. 
{Jenkins  y.  Jones,  9  Q.  B.  D.  128.)  In  Hunt  y.  Bishop^  8  Ezoh.  676,  and  Hunt 
T.  Remnant,  9  ibid,  635,  a  doubt  is  expressed,  whether  a  right  of  entry,  which 
has  acomed  by  the  breach  of  a  condition,  can  be  assigned  nnder  the  same  enact- 
ment. In  the  former  case,  at  p.  680,  a  distinction  in  this  respect  seems  to  be 
drawn  between  a  right  of  entry  which  has  accrued  by  breach  of  condition,  and 
*'  an  original  right  where  there  has  been  a  disseisin,  or  where  the  party  has  a 
right  to  reooyer  lands,  and  his  right  of  entry  and  nothing  but  that  remains." 
The  present  writer  humbly  conceiyee  that  there  is  nothing  in  reason  to  support 
this  supposed  distinction,  while  authority  is  against  it.  Littleton  expressly  says, 
that  entry  and  re-entry  are  the  same  thing.    (litt.  seot  847.) 
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A  remainder  is  constituted  tythe  act,  expressly  directed  to 
that  end,  of  a  grantor  or  settlor,  who  simultaneously  derives  two 
(or  more)  estates  out  of  his  own  estate,  and  limits  them  to 
different  persons  by  way  of  succession,  in  such  a  way  that  the 
estates  may  successively  become  the  estate  in  possession,  each  of 
them  (except  the  first  in  order)  giving  a  present  title  to  the 
future  possession.  Of  two  estates  so  created,  that  which  is: 
posterior  subsists  as  a  remainder  in  expectancy  upon  that  which 
is  prior  in  the  order  of  time  and  of  limitation. 

A  reversion,  without  any  express  act  of  the  grantor  or  settlor,' 
is  left  in  him  by  the  operation  or  construction  of  law,  when  he 
merely  parts  with  less  than  his  whole  estate,  retaining  in 
himself  a  residue  which  awaits  the  determination  of  that 
with  which  he  has  parted,  before  it  can  become  the  estate  in 
possession. 

Every  reversion  is  (or  rather,  once  was)  an  original  estate  in 
respect  to  the  particular  estate,  which  latter,  with  respect  to  the 
reversion,  is  derivative.  (1  Prest.  Est.  123.)  The  relation 
between  a  remainder  and  the  particular  estate  consists  in  their 
having  both  been  simultaneously  derived  out  of  the  same 
original ;  and  for  many  purposes  the  particular  estate  and  all 
remainders  upon  it  are  in  law  regarded  as  making  together  but' 
one  estate.     (Co.  litt.  49  b ;  ibid.  143  a.) 

Thus  the  priority  in  time  of  the  particular  estate  over  the 
remainder  is  due  to  the  intent,  expressed  in  the  limitation,  of 
the  grantor  or  settlor ;  but  the  priority  in  time  of  the  particular 
estate  over  the  reversion  is  due  to  the  construction  or  operation . 
of  law. 

The  rule  is,  that  there  can  be  no  remainder  where  there  can 
be  no  reversion.  (3  P.  Wms.  6th  ed.  231,  note  A.)  But  this 
rule,  as  is  there  remarked,  does  not  apply  to  limitations  by  which 
incorporeal  hereditaments,  such  as  a  rent-charge,  which  have  no. 
existence  apart  from  the  limitation,  are  originally  created.  For 
example,  a  rent-charge  might,  at  its  creation,  be  limited  to  A 
for  life  with  remainder  to  B  in  tail ;  though  under  such  a 
limitation  there  could  be  no  reversion,  because  a  reversion  must  • 
have  existed  before  the  particular  estate,  and,  in  the  case  sup- 
posed, nothing  in  the  shepe  of  a  rent-charge  existed  before  the 
paxticidar  estate.    .         . 
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'  The  following  definitions^  by  which  remainders  are  distin* 
j^oifihed  from  reversioiis,  will  be  found  instruotiye : — 

.    .''^A  remainder  is  an  estate  limited  to  oommenoe  after  the  Bemainder 
determination  of  a  partionlar  estate,  previously  limited  by  the 
same  deed  or  instrument  out  of  the  same  subject  of  property." 
(1  Prest.  Est.  90.) 

Here  deed  must  be  taken  to  include  any  act  in  the  law.  By  ^ 
the  common  law,  before  the  Statute  of  Frauds^  a  particular 
estate  followed  by  a  remainder  might  have  been  created  by 
feoffment  without  any  writing;  and  a  deed  was  first  made 
necessary  by  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106.  It  would  also  seem  that 
the  expression  same  deed  must  be  taken  to  include  several  deeds 
delivered  at  the  same  time,  upon  the  principle  of  the  maxim, 
QucB  incontinenti  fiuntj  inesse  videntur.  But  Preston  questions 
this  application  of  the  principle.     (1  Prest.  Est.  90,  note  q,) 

" '  Bemainder '  in  legall  Latine  is  remanere^  coming  of  the 
liatine  worde  remaneo :  for  that  it  is  a  remainder  or  remnant  of 
an  estate  in  lands  or  tenements,  expectant  upon  a  particular 
estate  created  together  with  the  same  at  one  time."  (Co.  litt. 
143  a.)*. 

J,  " '  The  remainder '  is  a  residue  of  an  estate  in  land  depending 
upon  a  particular  estate,  and  created  together  with  the  same." 
(Co,  litt.  49  a.) 

"  A  reversion  is  where  the  residue  of  the  estate  always  doth  Reyenion 
continue  in  him  that  made  the  particular  estate,  or  where  the       ^    ' 
particular  estate  is  derived  out  of  his  estate."     (Co.  Litt.  22  b.) 


*  Although  Lord  Ck>ke  correctly  derives  the  word  from  refnanere^  his  laogfuage 
strongly  suggests  the  conclusion,  that  he  took  remainder  to  signify  -what  is  left 
oyer  when  a  part  has  been  out  off.  *'  But,"  says  Prof.  F.  W.  Maitland,  in  a 
passage  worthy  of  all  acceptation,  "if  we  look  at  the  documents  of  the  thirteenth 
'*  century,  we  soon  see  that  the  word  retnanere  did  not  express  any  such  notion 
*'  of  deduction  or  subtraction.  The  regpilar  phrase  is  that  'after  the  death  of  A, ' 
<<  or  'if  A  shaU  die  without  an  heir  of  his  body,'  then  'the  said  land,'  or  '  the 
"  said  tenements  shall  remain  to  B,'  that  is,  shall  await,  shaU  abide  for,  fchaU 
*'  stand  oyer  for,  shall  continue  for,  B.  We  may  compare  the  then  common 
*'  phrase  *k>guela  remanet^^  the  parol  demurs,  the  .action  stands  oyer  till  someone 
*'  is  of  age  or  some  other  eyent  happens ;  or,  to  use  a  form  of  speech  not  yet 
"  forgotten,  the  action  '  is  made  a  rnnanet^  "  (Law  Quarterly  Beyiew,  yol.  yi., 
p.  25.) 


TO 
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The  second  clause  of  this  definition  was  not  intended  to  give  an 
alternative  definition,  but  only  to  expand  the  meaoing  of  the 
first  clause.  In  this  -definition,  the  words  doth  always  continue^ 
are  emphatic.  The  reversion  is  the  same  estate  that  was  m  the 
grantor  before  the  creation  of  the  particular  estate. 


RerenioDR 
and  remain* 
den  npon 
terms  of 
yean. 


The  ambiguous  nature  of  terms  of  years,  gives  an  ambiguous 
meaning  to  reversions  and  remainders  expectant  upon  terms  of 
years.  In  so  far  as  such  a  reversion,  or  remainder,  does  not 
give  an  immediate  title  to  the  actual  or  physical  possession  of 
the  lands,  during  the  continuance  of  the  term,  it  may  be  re- 
garded as  being  in  fact  a  reversion  or  remainder ;  and  in  this 
sense  such  estates  are  commonly  styled  reversions  and  re- 
mainders. But  for  some  purposes  the  question  is  not,  who  has 
an  immediate  title  to  the  physical  possession,  but,  who  has  an 
immediate  title  to  the  feudal  seisin;  and  for  these  purposes, 
such  a  so-called  reversion  or  remainder  is  not  truly  a  reversion 
or  remainder,  but  is  itself  the  estate  which  confers  the  freehold 
during  the  continuance  of  the  term.     ( Vide  infra^  p.  89.) 


Remainder 
npon  abase 
fee. 


The  remainder  which  may  subsist  upon  a  base  fee  has  in  all 
essential  characteristics  the  quality  of  a  remainder^  and  not  of  a 
reversion.  In  a  certain  sense,  it  is  an  exception  to  the  rule, 
that  every  remainder  must  be  created  by  the  same  act  or  deed, 
and  at  the  same  time,  as  the  particular  estate;  for  it  was  .not 
created  along  with  the  base  fee,  but  with  the  fee  tail,  out  of 
which  the  base  fee  subsequently  arose.  And  in  a  like  sense  it 
constitutes  an  exception  to  the  rule,  that  remainders  are  created 
by  act  of  parties,  and  reversions  by  operation  of  law ;  for  though 
the  remainder  upon  the  fee  tail  was  created  by  act  of  parties, 
yet,  when  the  fee  tail  is  turned  to  a  base  fee,  the  remainder  upon 
it  may  more  properly  be  said  to  be  created,  and  to  subsist,  by 
operation  of  law. 


The  same  Out  of  an  estate  in  remainder,  which  is  already  in  esse,  othe;r 

both  rem^-    estates  may  be  derived.    With  regard  to  such  estates  the  re- 

^j^^  ^^^  mainder  itself  vnll  be  a  reversion ;  but  with  regard  to  the  estate 

out  of  which  it  was  itself  derived,  it  will  be  a  remainder.    Thus 
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the  same  estate  may,  in  different  relations,  be  both  a  remainder 
and  a  reyersion.    (1  Prest.  Est.  123.) 

Seyeral  fees  may,  at  the  common  law,  be  limited  in  the  alter-  AltematiTe 
native  hj  way  of  remainder  upon  the  same  partioular  estate^  in  fee. 
npon  such  contingencies  that  not  more  than  one  of  them  can  hj 
possibility  happen.  {Loddingion  v.  Kime^  1  Salk.  224,  Ld. 
Raym.  203 ;  and  see  Feame,  Cent.  Bem.  373 ;  Doe  v.  Bumsall, 
6  T.  R.  30;  ife  WTnte  and  Hindle'a  Contract,  7  Oh.  D.  201.) 
Of  such  fees,  each  is  a  remainder  in  regard  to  the  particular 
estate,  but  none  is  a  remainder  in  regard  to  any  other  of  them. 

It  is  essentially  characteristic  of  a  remainder  (1)  to  await  Two  inyori- 
the  regular  determination  of  the  precedent  estate,  and  (2)  to  be  relatLg^ 
limited  to  take  effect  in  possession   immediately  upon  that  '^^^^d®™- 
determination.    A  remainder  may  neither  be  limited  to  take 
effect  upon  the  determination  of  the  precedent  estate  by  for- 
feiture for  breach  of  a  condition,  nor  to  take  effect  upon  the 
expiration  of  an  interval  of  time  after  the  regular  determination 
of  the  precedent  estate. 

In  both   these  respects   remainders  differ   from  executory  These  rules 
interests.    An  executory  limitation  may  take  effect  upon  the  to  executory 
defeasance  of  an  estate  of  freehold  by  entry  for  the  breach  of  a  "^*®'®^- 
condition,  and  it  may  be  limited  to  take  effect  at  the  expiration 
of  an  interval  to  elapse  after  the  determination  of  a  precedent 
estate. 

1.  The  first  rule,  that  eveiy  remainder  must  await  the  regular  First  EuU. 
determination  of  the  precedent  estate,  follows  from  the  rule  of  the  remainder 
common  law,  that  no  one  may  take  advantage  of  a  condition,  Si^^tlJJSr 
except  the  person  making  it,  or  his  privies  in  right  and  repre-  determination 
sentation ;  that  is — (1)  the  heirs,  quoad  estates  descendible  to  dent  estate, 
them,  (2)  the  executors  or  administrators,  quoad  estates  trans- 
missible to  them,  and  (3)  the  successors  of  corporations  sole. 
(Prest.  Shep.  T.  149.)     The  statutory  innovations  upon  the 
common  law  (32  Hen.  8,  c.  34 ;  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  3,  and 
the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881,  ss.  10, 12)  which  have  in  certain 
cases  enabled  grantees  and   assignees  of  reversiona  to  take 
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A  distinotion 
noted. 


advantage  of  conditions  annexed  to  particular  estates,  contain 
nothing  to  alter  the  common  law,  so  far  as  persons  entitled  in 
remainder  upon  a  particular  estate  axe  concerned. 

But  if  a  particular  estate  is  at  its  limitation  expressed  to  be 
defeasible  upon  breach  of  a  condition,  there  is  an  important 
distinction  between — (1)  cases  in  which  a  remainder  is  limited 
to  commence  upon  the  defeasance  of  the  particular  estate,  and 
(2)  cases  in  which  a  remainder  is  limited,  without  any  reference 
to  the  condition,  to  commence  upon  the  dctei^mination  of  the 
particular  estate.  In  the  former  case,  an  entry  made  upon  the 
tenant  of  the  particular  estate  for  breach  of  the  condition  will 
destroy  the  remainder ;  but  in  the  latter  case,  the  limitation  of 
the  remainder  mcikes  the  condition  itself  void.  (Feame,  Cont. 
Bem.  270 ;  1  Prest.  Est.  91.)  But  in  the  former  case,  though 
an  entry  made  for  breach  of  condition  will  destroy  the  remainder, 
yet  the  remainder  is  not  void  in  its  inception;  and  it  is  not 
destroyed  by  a  breach  of  condition,  unless  an  entry  is  made  for 
the  breach.  If  the  person  entitled  to  enter  for  the  breach 
waives  his  right  of  entry,  the  particular  estate  continues  in 
being;  and  upon  its  subsequent  regular  determination,  the 
remainder  will  take  effect. 

A  determinable  estate,  which  is  liable  to  determine  upon  the 
happening  of  a  future  event,  by  virtue  of  a  determinable  {ojp 
collateral)  limitation,  is  normally  determined  by  the  happening 
of  that  event;  and  a  remainder  may  be  as  well  limited  over 
upon  such  a  determinable  estate,  as  upon  the  like  estate  when 
not  determinable.  (2  Bl.  Com.  155;  Foye  v.  EyndCy  5  Yin. 
Abr.  63,  pi.  12.)  Thus,  a  remainder  may  be  limited  after  an 
estate  to  a  woman  durante  vlduitate^  as  well  as  after  an  estate  to 
her  for  life  simply.  This  doctrine  is  often,  but  not  very 
felicitously,  expressed  by  saying,  that  a  stranger  can  take 
advantage  of  a  conditional  (that  is,  a  determinable  or  collateral) 
limitation,  but  not  of  a  condition.     (Co.  Ldtt.  214  b.) 


Second  Rule,  2.  The  sccond  rule,  that  no  remainder  may  he  limited  to  take 
take  ^«t  ^ff^^'^  ^P^^  ^^^  expiration  of  an  interval  of  time  after  the  determina^ 
immediately     ^(^^  ^f  fj^^  precedent  estate,  tollovrs  from  the  rule  of  the  common 

upon  such  de-  ^  -^  ^  ^  ' 

termination,     law,  that  the  immediate  freehold  may  not,  by  any  act  of  parties, 
be  placed  in  abeyance.     ( Vide  infra^  p.  94.) 
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Pombility  of  Reverter, 

Reverter  and  reversion  are  synonymous  terms,  denoting  an 
estate  vested  in  interest  tiiough  not  in  possession ;  but  the  word 
reverter  is  sometimes  loosely  used  to  denote  what  is  properly 
styled  possibility  of  reverter.  Possibility  of  reverter  denotes  no 
estate,  but,  as  the  name  implies,  only  a  possibility  to  have  an 
estate  at  a  future  time.  Of  such  possibilities  there  are  several 
kinds ;  of  which  two  are  usually  denoted  by  the  term  now  under 
consideration  : — (1)  the  possibility  that  a  common  law  fee  may 
return  to  the  grantor  by  breach  of  a  condition  subject  to  which 
it  was  granted,  and  (2)  the  possibility  that  a  common  law  fee, 
other  than  a  fee  simple,  may  revert  to  the  grantor  by  the 
natural  determination  of  the  fee. 

Since  every  remainder  and  every  reversion  is  a  peurt*  only  of 
the  estate  of  the  grantor  or  settlor,  it  follows  that,  by  the  com- 
mon law,  no  remainder  can  be  limited  in  expectancy  upon  the 
determination  of  a  fee,  and  that  no  reversion  can  remain  in  a 
grantor  or  settlor  who  parts  with  a  fee.    There  cannot  exist  two  Two  oommon 
conmion  law  fees  in  the  same  land.     (Co.  litt.  18  a ;  William  v.  oami(^^t 
Berkeley,  Plowd.  223,  at  p.  248 ;  and  authorities  cited  in  the  J^^®  "•^^ 
margins.)     In  regard  to  a  fee  simple  and  a  determinable  fee, 
this  proposition  has  never  been  disputed.    In  regard  to  a  con- 
ditional fee,  Preston  treats  it  as  being  not  indisputably  certain, 
but  as  depending  only  upon  a  preponderance  of  authority. 
(2  Prest.  Est.  318 ;  ibid.  320,  note.)     In  more  than  one  passage 
of  his  works  something  like  a  wavering  of  his  own  opinion  may 

*  Vide  tupra,  p.  69,  note.  Although  it  would  be  historically  and  etymo- 
logicaUy  incorrect  to  regard  the  word  remainder  as  sig^nifying  what  is  left  over 
when  the  porticnlar  estate  has  been  subtracted,  yet  the  doctrine  of  the  relatiye 
quantum  of  estates  has  been  now  for  several  centuries  firmly  established  in 
English  law ;  and  it  is  qtiite  usual,  and  not  improper,  to  speak  of  a  particular 
estate,  or  several  successive  estates,  as  having  been  carved  or  derived  out  of  an 
original  estate ;  and  the  doctrine  that  aU  common  law  fees  are,  for  the  purposes 
of  a  grant,  equal  in  quantumt  is  inconsistent  with  the  hypothesis  of  a  remainder 
or  reversion  snbsiBting  in  expectancy  upon  the  determination  of  a  conmion  law 
fee.  Littleton  (sect.  11)  says,  '*And  note,  that  a  man  cannot  have  a  more 
large  or  greater  estate  of  inheritance  than  a  fee  simple; "  upon  which  Lord 
Coke  remarks:  *<This  does  extend  as  weU  to  fee  simples  conditional  and 
qualified,  as  to  fee  simples  pure  and  absolute.  For  our  author  speaketh  here  of 
the  amplenesse  and  greatnesse  of  the  estate,  and  not  of  the  perdurablenesse  of 
the  same.  And  he  that  hath  a  fee  simple  oonditionaU  or  qualified,  hath  as 
ample  and  as  great  an  estate,  as  he  that  hath  a  fee  simple  absolute ;  so  as  the 
diversity  appeareth  betweene  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  estate.** 
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perhaps  be  detected.     (See  2  Prest.  Est.  299 ;  ibid.  353 ;  1  Prest. 

Abst.  379.) 

This  mle  It  IS  eonoeiyed  that  no  reason  can  be  given,  upon  principle, 

oonditional      "^^7  Conditional  fees  should  be  distinguished  in  this  respect 

fees.  from  other  fees.     The  later  authorities  seem  to  concur  with 

Lord  Coke  in  the  opinion,  which  is  clearly  expressed  by  him  on 

several  occasions,  that  no  expectancy  other  than  a  possibility  of 

reverter  can  exist  upon  a  conditional  fee.     (Oo.  Litt.  22  a ;  ibid. 

827  a ;   2  Inst.  335 ;   ibid.   336 ;  Marq.   of  Winchester's   Case-, 

3  Hep.  1,  at  p.  3  b.     See  also  his  comment  on  litt.  sect.  11. 

Also,  Co.  Cop.  sect.  12=  Oo.  Law  Tr.  181 :  "For  if  a  condi- 

"  tional  fee,  then  a  remainder  over  of  it  ooidd  not  be  limited.") 

The  question  was  expressly  decided  in  this  sense  by  Lord 

Hardwioke  in  Ear  I  of  Stafford  v.  Buckley^  2  Ves.  sen.  170 :  a 

decision  which,  for  all  practical  purposes,  is  conclusive ;  though 

Preston  shows  some  disposition  to  carp  at  it.     (1  Prest.  Abst. 

879  ;  1  Prest.  Est.  417,  note.) 

It  is  an-  indisputable  fact,  that  by  the  common  law  there  did 
exist  a  formedon  en  reveHer  for  the  benefit  of  the  donor,  as  is 
expressly  stated  in  the  statute  Be  Donis ;  *  while  there  did  not 
exist  dkfonnedon  en  remainder  in  respect  of  conditional  fees.t 
This  seems  to  show  that  there  could  be  no  such  remainder  upon 
a  conditional  fee ;  and  if  there  coidd  be  no  remainder,  it  follows 
that  there  could  be  no  reversion. 

•    The  fact  that  a  doubt  at  one  time  prevailed  (Oo.  Litt.  22  b) 
whether  there  could  exist  a  reversion  upon  a  fee  tail  after  the 


*  *'The  writ  whereby  the  giver  ahaU  reoover,  when  issue  faileth,  is  common 
enough  in  the  Chanoeiy.**  (I  Stat.  Beir.  p.  43.  And  see  2  Inst.  336.)  In  the 
same  page.  Lord  Coke  denies  that  a  formedon  en  descender  lay  at  the  common  law, 
though  in  Co.  Litt.  19  a;  ibid,  20  a,  he  affirms  the  contrary.  In  note  (5)  on 
Co.  Litt.  19  a,  where  the  reference  to  2  Inst,  is  incorrectly  given,  Hargrave 
endeavours  to  reconcile  the  di/icrepanqy.  (See  also  Co.  Litt.  60  b.)  It  is  a 
plausible  view,  to  be  gathered  from  Hargrove's  remarks,  that  the  proper  remedy 
was  a  writ  of  mort  d^auneestor,  unless  by  reason  of  special  circumstances,  as 
where  the  issue  per  formam  doni  was  by  a  second  marriage  of  the  father,  and 
there  had  been  like  issue  by  the  first  marriage,  whereby  the  heii  per  formam  doni 
could  not  show  himself  as  next  heir  to  the  father. 

t  Several  authorities  mention  that,  in  the  opinion  of  some  people,  the  remain- 
derman upon  an  estate  for  life  might,  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  have 
had  9k  formedon  en  remainder  at  the  common  law.  (Booth,  Heal  Actions,  p.  151 ; 
Litt.  sect.  481,  and  Lord  Coke  thereon.)  Booth  doubts  this,  while  Littleton 
and  Lord  Coke  both  deny  it.  The  question  is,  at  aU  events,  foreign  to  the 
present  purpoee.     (See  also  Appendix  II.,  infra.) 
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statute  Be  Donisj  is  a  strong  argument  to  show  that  there  could 
not  previously  have  existed  a  reversion  upon  a  conditional  fee 
at  the  common  law. 

Preston  (2  Prest.  Est.  351)  has  cited  some  remarks  from 
Watkins  on  Copyholds,  with  reference  to  which  he  observes 
(p.  363)  that  "Mr.  Watkins's  observations  tend  strongly  to 
"  prove  the  existence  of  remainders  [upon  conditional  fees]  at  the 
"  common  law."  But  these  observations  of  Watkins  about  such 
remainders  are  only  made  by  the  way,  in  the  course  of  an  . 
argument  addressed  to  the  solution  of  another  question :— the 
perhaps  insoluble  question,  how  there  can  exist  a  custom  tq 
permit  entails  of  copyholds,  seeing  that  all  customs  must,  in 
the  eye  of  the  law,  have  been  in  existence  before  the  first  year 
of  Eic.  1,  while  the  statute  De  Bonis  was  not  passed  until  the 
thirteenth  year  of  Edw.  1.     Watkins  seems  to  conclude  that,  fOnthiagub- 

...  .  .  ject,  see  the 

since  this  is  in  fact  impossible,  it  cannot  be  true  that  entails  of  chapter  on 
copyholds  exist  by  virtue  of  a  custom  to  intaU  as  afPected  by  the  itrfra.']  * 
statute;  but  that  they  exist  solely  by  virtue  of  a  custom  to 
grant  in  customary  fee  simple  as  affected  by  the  statute ;  and 
that,  by  ccinsequence,.  etitails  of  copyholds  I^ay  exist  in  all 
manors  in  which  there  is  a  custom  to  grant  in  fee  simple. 
But  it  must  be  takeii  as  settled  by  authority,  that  in  manors 
where  no  custom  of  entail  can  be  alleged  to  exist,  a  gift  in  taijl 
.will  create  a  conditional  fee. 

Preston  also  (2  Prest.  Est.  324)  cites  a  passage  from  Bracton 
(Ub.  2,  0.  6,  fo.  18  b  of  eds.  1569,  1640 ;  Vol.  I.,  p.  46,  of 
the  Eolls  ed.  1878),  which  expressly  states  that  several  successive 
conditional  fees  in  iremainder,  one  after  another,  may  be  limited 
at  the  common  law.  Professor  F.  W.  Maitland  has  proved, 
in  a  deeply  interesting  article,*  that  this  statement  is  well 
warranted  by  the  then  current  practice ;  and  that  in  ancient 
documents,  considerably  prior  to  the  statute  Be  Bonis,  such 
limitations  occur  not  unfrequently.  There  cannot,  as  he  seems 
to  admit,  be  any  doubt  that  at  the  present  day  such  limitations 
would  be  held  void. 

•  Law  Quarterly  Review,  Vol.\VI.,  p.  22.    For  some  farther  re  narks  upon 
this  rabjeot,  see  Appendix  JL,  iA/ro.  .   .  .    ^     . 
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CHAPTEE  X. 


MERGIBR* 


DefimtiozL. 


Merger  is  the  opposite  of  the  process  by  which  less  estates  axe 
derived  out  of  a  greater,  whereby  one  or  more  less  estates  may 
60  become  blended  with  a  greater,  as  to  be  indistinguishable 
from  it  in  the  same  sense,  and  to  the  same  extent,  as  was  the 
case  before  the  less  estates  were  derived  out  of  the  greater. 
Merger  generally  takes  place  when  two  estates,  either  related 
inter  se  as  derivative  and  original,  or  else  being  both  derived 
out  of  the  same  original,  and  both  being  held  in  the  same  right, 
meet  together  in  the  same  person ;  the  posterior  estate — (1) 
being  greater,  or,  at  least,  not  less,  in  quantum  than  the  prior 
estate;  and  (2)  following  immediately  after  it  in  the  order 
of  succession,  without  the  intervention  of  any  intermediate 
estate. 

And  if  any  number  of  successive  estates,  of  which  each  suc- 
cessive pair  fulfils  the  conditions  above  laid  down,  shoidd  meet 
together  in  the  same  person,  all  the  prior  estates  will  in  general 
be  merged  in  the  estate  which  is  last  in  the  order  of  succession. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  an  intermediate  estate  was  created 
at  the  Eame  time  as,  or  subsequently  to,  both  or  either  of  two 
estates  which  it  separates:  in  either  case,  such  intermediate 
estate  will  prevent  merger.     (3  Prest.  Conv.  127.) 


CbntiDgent 
remainders. 


A  contisgent  remainder,  not  being  in  the  eye  of  the  common 
law  an  estate,  but  only  a  possibility  to  have  an  estate  at  a 
future  time  upon  the  happening  of  a  contingency,  did  not 
suffice  to  prevent  merger,  if  interposed  between  two  vested 
estates,  which  were  otherwise  such  that  the  one  would  merge  in 
the  other.     ( Vide  infra^  p.  125.) 

But  there  was  in  this  respect  an  important  distinction  between 
cases  in  which  the  two  vested  estates  came  to  the  same  hand 
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sabsequenily  to  the  oreation'  of  the  oontingent  remainder,  and 
cases  in  which  they  came  to  the  same  hand  eo  instanti  with  the 
creation  of  the  contingent  remainder.  In  the  former  case,  the 
merger  was  absolute,  and  thereby  the  contingent  remainder  was 
for  ever  destroyed. '  But  in  the  latter  case,  the  merger  was  not' 
absolute,  and  the  two  estia,tes  united  by  it  remained,  according 
to  the  language  in  use,  liable  to  open  and  let  in  the  contingent 
remainder^  provided  that  it  became  vested  during  what  would 
have  been  the  continiLance  of  the  precedent  estate  if  it  had  not: 
been  merged.     (FWe  e«^«,  p.'126.) 

Several  successive  contingent  remainders  have  of  course  no 
more  efficacy  to  prevent  mergisr  than  a  single  one.  > 

For  all  purposes  of  merger,  an  undivided  share  of  land  is  a  TJndividod 
separate  tenement.  When  estates  in  undivided  shares  meet  in 
the  same  person,  merger  does  not  ensue  unless  the  contiguous 
estates  both  refer  to  the  same  undivided  share :  a  question  which 
commonly  admits  of  being. answered,  upon  properly  deducing 
the  titles  to  the  several  shares.  If  there  is  nothing  whatever  to 
show  whether  they  refer  to  the  same  or  to  different  shares,  the 
presumption  seems  to  be,  that  they  refer  to  the  same  share. 
(3  Prest.  Conv.  98,  99.) 

«  -    •  *  . 

Merger  has  a  very  close  resemblance  in  its  operation  to  sur^  BiBtmctioxiB. 
render ;  and  it  is  frequently  confused  with  extinguishment.  It- 
would  also  appear  to  have  been  sometimes  thought  to  resemble 
discontinuance  and  remitter.  (3  Prest.  Conv.  9 — 13.)  A  few 
remarks,  by  way  of  distinction,  may  therefore  be  here  intro"* 
duced. 


It  is  the  general  rule,  that  two  estates  will  merge  when  they  Soixender. 
meet  in  the  same  person,  without  the  intervention  of  any  inter-' 
mediate  estate,  and  are  such  that  the  prior  estate  might  have 
been  surrendered  to  the  tenant  of  the  posterior  estate.  (3  Prest.' 
Conv.  152.)  In  this  sense  it  may  be  said,  that  the  scope  of 
merger  is  identical  with  the  scope  of  surrender.  But  this 
resemblance  holds  good  only  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
relative  quantum  of  the  relevant  estates.    Merger  is  not  due  to" 
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May  differ 
from  merger 
in  operation. 


Ihe  same  conseas  snirender;  forit  arises  by  operation  of  law; 
and  as  the  mere  result  of  the  situation  of  the  estates  inter  se  at 
the  time  of  the  merger,  -without  regard  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties  by  or  through  whom  they  were  placed  in  that  situation. 
But  surrender  is  due  to  the  intention,  and  is  the  efPeot  of  the 
act  of  surrender,  and  not  merely  of  the  situation  in  which  the 
surrender  places  the  two  estates.  (Prest.  Shep.  T.  301.)  Under 
special  circumstances,  the  operation  of  merger  and  of  surrender 
may  be  very  different.  Thus,  if  there  be  an  estate  for  life  in 
one  person,  with  the  reversion  in  fee  simple  in  two  other  persons 
as.joint  tenants,  then,  if  the  tenant  for  life  shoidd  surrender  his 
estate  to  one  of  the  joint  tenants,  it  will  be  destroyed,  since  one 
joint  tenant  can  accept  a  surrender  as  fully  as  if  he  were  solely 
seised;  whereby  the  estate  of  each  joint  -tenant  is  accelerated, 
and  the  joint  tenants  will  become  joint  tenants  in  fee  simple  in. 
possession.  But  if  the  tenant  for  life  should  grant  his  estate  to 
one  of  the  joint  tenants^  one  moiety  only  would  be  merged  in 
bis  moiety  of  the  reversion,  and  the  other  moiety  would  remain 
on  foot,  and  vested  in  the  same  joint  tenant,  as  an  estate  pur 
autre  vie^  with  the  reversion  in  fee  simple  to  the  other  joint  tenant. 
(3  Prest.  Conv.  24.)  The  merger  would  effect  a  severance  of 
the  joint  tenancy  in  the  reversion.     (Co.  litt.  183  a.) 


Extingfoiah- 
ment. 


Snspensioin. 


Extinguishment  is  properly  used  to  denote  the  annihilation 
of  a  collateral  thing  in  the  subject  out  of  which  it  issues,  or 
in  respect  to  which  it  is  enjoyed;  as  of  a  rent-charge,  chief 
rent,  common,  profit  d  prendre^  easement  or  seignory,  in  the 
land  to  which  they  respectively  relate;  or  of  an  incumbrance. 
Or  an  equitable  estate,  in  the  corresponding  legal  estate. 

It  is  necessary,  in  order  that  an  extinguishment  may  take 
place,  (1)  that  the  right  to  the  collateral  thing  and  an  estate  in 
the  land  itself,  shall  come  to  the  same  hands  ;  and  (2)  that  the 
estate  in  the  land  be  not  less,  in  point  of  quantum  and  duration, 
than  the  estate  in,  or  right  to,  the  collateral  thing.  If  the 
estate  in  the  land  shoidd  be  less  than  the  other  estate  or  right, 
or  if  it  should  be  defeasible,  the  rent  or  other  collateral  thing, 
will  only  be  suspended  during  the  continuance  of  the  estate  in 
the  land,  and  it  will  be  revived  upon  the  latter's  determination 
or  defeasance.     (Co.  litt.  813  a,  b.) 
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anoe. 


-  A  disoontmuanoe,  when  that  term  is  applied  to  estates  in  Disoontinu- 
land,  was  the  result  of  certain  assurances  which,  hj  the  common 
law,  had  a  tortious  operation,  whereby,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, one  person  might  wrongfully  destroy  the  estate  of 
another ;  or  rather,  interrupt  and  break  oS  the  right  of  posses* 
sion,  or  right  of  entry,  subsisting  under  that  estate,  without 
any  assent  or  laches  on  the  other's  part.  (See  Littleton,  Book  3^ 
Chap.  11.)  For  example,  a  feoffment  purporting  to  be  made  in 
fee  simple  by  a  tenant  in  tail  actually  seised  in  possession^ 
destroyed  (or  rather,  interrupted)  both  the  estate  tail  itself,  and 
all  remainders,  and  the  reversion,  if  any,  expectant  thereupon ; 
and  obliged  the  persons  lawfully  claiming  by  virtue  of  those 
estates  respectively,  if  they  desired  to  prosecute  their  rights,  to 
have  recourse  to  a  real  action.  The  word  discontinuance  properly 
denotes  this  turning  of  an  estate  to  a  nght  of  action  ;  though  it 
is  sometimes  used  to  include  also  the  turning  of  an  estate  to  a 
right  of  entry  (Litt.  sect.  470,  and  Co.  Litt.  325  a),  a  change 
which  could  be  effected  much  more  easily,  and  which  obviously 
did  much  less  injury  to  the  owner  of  the  estate.  The  word 
devest  is  more  properly  used  to  denote  the  turning  of  an  estate 
to  a  right  of  entry.  While  no  feoffment  would  discontinue 
lawful  estates,  except  the  feoffment  of  a  tenant  in  tail  actually 
seised,  the  feoffment  of  any  person  lawfully  in  possession,  though 
only  as  tenant  at  will,  woidd  suffice  (at  common  law)  to  devest 
lawful  estates.  This  capacity  of  a  tenant  in  tail  in  possession 
to  effect  a  discontinuance,  arose  from  the  fact  that,  at  common 
law,  he  had  a  conditional  fee ;  and  that  the  rights  of  the 
issue  in  tail,  given  to  them  by  the  statute  De  Donisj  and  also 
the  rights  of  remaindermen  and  reversioners,  could  be  pro- 
secuted only  by  a  real  action  brought  upon  a  writ  of  formedon.* 


*  The  writ  was  styled  foimedon  en  detcender  when  broaght  by  the  issue,  §n 
remainder  when  brought  by  the  remainderman,  and  en  reverter  when  brought  by 
the  reversioner.  On  actions  of  foimedon,  see  Booth,  RealAotions,  189 — 166. 
(1)  As  to  formedon  en  descender,  since  at  common  law  an  estate  tail  was  a  oon« 
ditional  fee,  and  the  alienation  of  the  tenant  of  a  conditional  fee,  even  before 
issue  had,  bound  the  issue  if  bom  subsequently,  though  it  did  not  bar  the 
xererter,  it  seems  to  follow  that  there  could  not  possibly  have  existed  any  such 
writ  at  common  law  to  enforce  a  right  in  the  issue  as  against  the  alienation  of 
their  parent,  because  the  right  in  question  did  not  exist.  Such  a  writ  oould  only 
have  existed,  if  at  all,  to  enforce  the  right  in  the  issue  M  against  a  disseisor,  or 
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The  destruction  of  an  festate  formerly  existing  under  a  lawful 
title,  and  the  simultaneous  coming  into  existence  of  a  feer 
simple  existing  only  under  a  wrongful  title,  may  be  thought 
to  have  some  sort  of  resemblance  to  the  operation  of  merger ; 
but  such  illustrations  axe  perhaps  better  adapted  to  confuse  than 
to  enlighten.  The  abolition  of  fines  and  recoveries,  and  of  the 
tortious  operation  of  feoffments,  has  deprived  the  subject  of  it& 
application  to  practice ;  though  there  remains  a  possibility  that 
the  learning  of  the'subject  may  be  required  in  iJie  investigation 
of  old  titles. 

Remitter.  The  law  of  remitter  is  a  very  curious  and  entertaining  branch 

of  learning ;  but  it  probably  has  now  no  practical  importance. 
Bemitter  might  he  defined  as  the  opposite  of  discontinuancey 
being  an  act  or  operation  of  law,  whereby  a  right  of  entry,  or  a 
right  of  action,  might  be  turned  to  an  actual  estate  without  the 
necessity  for  making  an  entry  or  bringing  an  action,  in  fact. 
This  occurred  whenever  the  actual  seisin,  existing  under  & 
tortious  title,  accrued  to  a  person  having  also  in  himself  a  right- 
ful title  in  the  shape  of  a  right  of  entry  or  a  right  of  action, 
such  person  not  being  implicated  in  the  tort  under  which  the 
tortious  seisin  had  arisen,  or  otherwise  estopped  from  asserting 
and  maintaining  his  rightful  title,  and  not  having  assented  to 
the  vesting  of  the  tortious  seisin  in  himself.  Srcmitter  gave  to 
the  person  who  was  said  to  be  remitted  his  rightful  estate,  or 
rather,  the  estate  under  his  rightful  title,  to  the  same  extent  as 
he  might  have  gained  it  by  making  an  entry  or  bringing  a  real 


other  person  tortiously  in  poBsesition.  Lord  Ck)ke  perhaps  thoughti  that  the  writ 
lay  at  common  law  nnder  special  circomstances.  (See  Harg.  n.  5  on  Co.  Litt. 
19  a,  and  what  is  said  in  the  note  at  p.  74,  supra,)  (2)  As  to  formedon  et^ 
remainder,  it  seems  to  be  the  better  opinion  that  this  did  not  lie  at  common  law 
in  respect  to  conditional  fees ;  and  probably  not  in  respect  to  anything  else. 
( Vide  supra,  p.  74,  note  t.)  Booth's  lang^oage  about  the  possibility  of  the  exist- 
ence of  a  formedon  en  remainder  in  favonr  of  the  remainderman  upon  an  estate 
for  life,  is  not  qnite  consistent,  for  he  begins  by  alleging  the  inyention  of  the 
writ  of  entry  in  coneimili  eatu,  by  virtne  of  Stat.  Westm.  2,  c.  24,  as  a  reason  for 
disbelieTing  altog^ether  in  the  existence  of  formedon  en  remainder,  in  respect  to 
remainders  upon  estates  for  life,  and  then  suggests  that  this  evidence  perhaps 
only  shows  that  the  writ  could  not  be  had  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life. 
(3)  There  was  a  posfdbility  of  reverter  upon  a  conditional  fee,  and  formedon  en 
reverter  was  the  proper  remedy  therefor  at  common  law ;  as  is  expressly  stated 
by  the  statute  De  Donie. 
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aoiion,  as  the  oaee  might  require.  For  example,  if  a  tenant  in 
tail  in  possession  had  hj  a  (tortious)  feoffment  discontinued  the 
estate  tail,  and  had  afterwards  re-acquired  the  seisin  by  a'dis« 
seisin  of  the  feofPee^  then,  upon  his  death,  if  his  heir  in  tail  was 
also  his  heir  general,  the  heir  woidd  have  acquired  by  descent 
the  seisin  existing  under  the  disseisin,  and  would  also  have 
inherited  the  fnere  right  subsisting  under  the  discontinued  estate 
tail.  The  clisseised  feoffee  might  have  defeated  the  seisin 
acquired  under  the  disseisin,  by  bringing  a  writ  of  entry  sur  . 
disseisin  in  thej^^r  against  the  heir ;  but  since  the  heir  had  been 
no  party  to  the  disoontinuance  or  to  the  disseisin,  and  the 
tortious  seisin  had  descended  upon  him  by  inheritance  without 
his  assent,  he  was  remitted  by  operation  of  law  to  his  earlier 
title  under  the  entail,  which  was  indefeasible  so  far  as  any 
proceedings  under  the  disseisin  were  concerned.  (Ldtt.  sect. 
659.)  Therefore,  under  the  anoient  system  of  procedure,  ques- 
tions of  remitter  were  often  of  great  practical  importance.  At  The  law  of 
the  present  day,  when  no  assurance  can  operate  by  tort,  and  now  obsolete 
real  actions  no  longer  exist,  the  law  of  remitter  seems  to  have  ^  practice, 
no  practical  interest,  except  what  may  be  derived  from  its 
possible  bearing  upon  old  titles.  It  is  true  that  such  a  thing  as 
an  actual  disseisin  is  stiU  possible,  as  was  expressly  held  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal  in  Leach  v.  Jai/^  9  Ch.  D.  42,  see  p.  44 ;  and 
indeed  this  seems  to  be  too  obvious  to  need  any  authority  ;  and 
it  is  also  true  that  the  effect  of  an  actual  disseisin  is  to  turn  the 
estate  of  the  disseisee  to  a  right  of  entry ;  which  might  seem 
to  afford  an  opening  for  the  learning  of  remitter.  But  there 
seems  to  be  nothing  in  the  modem  rules  of  pleading  to  prevent 
the  defendant  in  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  land  from  relying 
upon  any  title  whatever  which  he  may  possess ;  and  this  seems 
to  deprive  the  law  of  remitter  of  all  importance  in  relation  to 
modem  practice.*    Bemitter  may  be  said  to  resemble  mei^er, 

*  It  would  appear  from  Agency  Company  v.  Shorty  13  App.  Cas.  793,  that,  in 
ilie  opinion  of  tlie  Jodioial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  if  a  disseiaor  should 
go  off  the  land  without  any  intention  of  returning,  this  would  be  a  remitter  of 
the  seisin  in  favour  of  the  disseisee,  without  any  entry  made  by  him.  But  the. 
deciidon  does  not  necessarily  rest  upon  this  proposition,  which  may  perhaps  be 
regarded  as  of  questionable  authority.  (See  Appendix  III.,  infra.)  And  even 
though  it  should  be  f oUowed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  it  does  not  affect  practice 
or  pleading  in  the  same  way  as  the  old  law  of  remitter,  but  only  introduces  a 
new  rtde  relating  to  the  validity  of  titles  under  special  circumstances. 
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in  so  far  as  it  involves  the  disappearance  of  one  estate  upon  the 
revival  of  another  estate;  but  the  two  estates,  in  a  case  of 
remitter,  arise  under  distinct  titles,  whereas  it  is  essential  to 
merger  that  the  two  estates  shall  both  arise  imder  the  same 
original  title. 

Estates  en  Autre  droit. 
When  estate        If  two  estates,  which  would  under  the  foregoing  rules  be 

fw  autre  droit  ,  o       o 

is  not  merged,  capable  of  merger,  come  into  the  hands  of  the  same  person  by 
operation  of  law  and  not  hj  act  of  parties,  there  will  be  no 
merger  unless  both  the  estates  are  held  in  the  same  right.  For 
example,  a  term  of  years  coming  to  a  man  as  executor  of  the 
deceased  termor,  and  therefore  held  by  him  en  autre  droit,  will 
not  merge  in  his  own  freehold.  (Co.  litt.  338  b.)  A  term  held 
by  the  heir  as  executor  of  his  ancestor,  will  not  merge  in  the 
inheritance  descending  upon  him.  ( Vincent  Lee^a  Case,  3  Leon. 
110.) 


Wben  estate 
en  autre  droit 
is  merged. 


When  the  accession  of  &e  two  estates  is  not  by  operation  of 
law  but  by  act  of  parties,  it  is  the  better  opinion  that  at  law, 
merger  would  ensue.  (3  Frest.  Conv.  285 ;  Wms.  Exors.  7th 
ed,  641,  642.)  Mr.  Justice  Fry,  in  Chambers  v.  Kingham,  10 
Oh.  D.  743,  at  p.  746,  seems  obiter  to  have  expressed  a  contrary 
opinion;  but  he  does  not  seem  to  have  been  aware  that  the 
distinction  had  ever  been  taken.  There  is  a  passage  in  Gage  v. 
Acton,  1  Salk.  325,  at  p.  326,  in  which  Lord  Holt  seems  obiter 
to  have  expressed  a  similar  opinion,  also  without  showing  any 
consciousness  of  the  existence  of  any  distinction.  The  question 
is  not  now  of  any  practical  importance ;  for  it  may  confidently 
be  predicted  that,  at  all  events  with  the  aid  of  the  Judicature. 
Act,  1873,  s.  25,  sub-s.  (4),  which  will  shortly  be  discussed,  the 
courts  would  never  decide  in  favour  of  a  merger  under  such 
circumstances. 


Difitinotion 
taken  by 
Lord  Coke. 


According  to  Lord  Coke,  though  a  man  may  have  a  freehold 
in  his  own  right  and  a  term  of  years  en  autre  droit,  he  cannot 
have  a  term  of  years  in  his  own  right  and  a  freehold  en  autre 
droit,  (Co.  Litt.  338b.)  This  distinction  does  not  seem  to  be 
well  grounded.     (3  Prest.  Conv.  278;  Jones  v.  Danes,  7  H. 
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*&  N.  607.)  Tet  it  is  dear  that  Lord  Nottingham  thought 
there  would  be  a  merger  at  law ;  see  3  Swanst.  at  pp.  618,  619, 
But  merger  under  suoh  circumstances  was  not  recognized  in 
equity.  {Thorn  v.  Netcfnan,  3  Swanst.  603 ;  Nurse  v.  Yerworth^ 
3  Swanst.  608,  at  p.  619.)  Therefore,  by  virtue  of  the  above- 
cited  enactment,  there  would  now  at  all  events  be  no  merger  at 
law. 


Of  Estates  Tail  and  Base  Fees. 

There  is  no  merger  of  the  estate  tcdl  in  a  remainder,  or  the  No  merger  ul 
reversion,  in  fee  simple,  when  they  meet  in  the  same  person  *  ®®"™P  » 
without  the  intervention  of  any  intermediate  estate.     (3  Prest. 
Conv.  341 ;  Wtscofs  Case,  2  Eep.  60,  at  p.  Ola.) 

One  estate  tail  will  not  merge  in  another.  An  estate  in  tail  or  in  a  sulMe. 
male  may  co-exist  with  another  estate  in  tail  female  in  remainder,  ^^^  ^ 
both  being  vested,  without  the  intervention  of  any  intermediate 
estate,  in  the  same  person.  (Litt.  sect.  719,  and  Lord  Coke's 
conmient.)  The  rule  is  not  confined  to  the  particular  kinds  of 
estates  tail  just  mentioned.  Several  estates  tail,  limited  in 
immediate  succession,  may  co-exist  in  the  same  person  by  way 
of  remainder,  so  long  as  the  limitation  is  not  made  nugatory  by 
the  absolute  inclusion  of  any  of  the  posterior  estates  in  any  of 
the  prior  estates ;  as,  for  example,  by  the  limitation  of  an  estate 
in  tail  male  or  in  special  tail,  in  remainder  upon  an  estate  in 
tail  general.  (3  Prest.  Conv.  246.)  If  the  posterior  limitation 
is  absolutely  included  in  the  prior  limitation,  the  posterior 
limitation  is  void  for  absurdity.     (Co.  Litt.  28b.) 

The  rule  which  protects  estates  tail  from  merger  is  one  of  the  Base  fees,  and 
consequences  of  the  statute  Be  Danis^  and  it  holds  good  only  so  te^iSttn  ^ 
long  as  the  estate  tail  is  required  to  be  in  being  for  the  purpose  *^  ^^tF 
of  securing  to  the  issue  in  tail  the  benefits  designed  for  them  by 
the  statute ;  and  when  that  purpose  cannot  be  served,  there  is 
no  protection  against  merger.    Accordingly,  neither  a  base  fee, 
nor  the  estate  of  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct, 
is  at  common  law  protected  against  merger.    (Co.  Litt.  28  a ; 
8  Prest.  Conv.  345.) 

a2 
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Exilargement  The  Fines  and  EeooVeries  Act,  s.  39,  provides,  that  wheneyctr 
lieu'of  merger.  <^'  ^^th  August,  1833,  a  base  fee  in  any  lands,  and  the  re- 
mainder or  reversion  in  fee  in  the  same  lands,  shall  be  united  in 
the  same  person,  and  there  shall  be  no  intermediate  estate,  the 
base  fee  shall  not  merge,  but  shall  be  ipso  facto  enlarged  into  as 
large  an  estate  as  the  tenant  in  taU  (which  here,  by  virtue  of 
B.  1,  signifies  the  person  who  would  have  been  tenant  in  tail  if 
the  estate  taU  had  not  been  barred),  with  the  consent  of  the 
protector,  if  any,  might  have  created  by  any  disposition  under 
the  Act,  if  such  remainder  or  reversion  had  been  vested  in  any 
other  person. 
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The  Modem  Law  of  Merger^  and  Merger  in  Equity. 

The  Judicature  Act,  1873,  s.  25,  sub-s.  (4),  enacts  that  after 
the  commencement  of  the  Act,  there  shall  not  be  any  merger 
by  operation  of  law  only  of  any  estate,  the  beneficial  interest  in 
which  would  not  be  deemed  to  be  merged  or  extinguished  in 
equity.  By  virtue  of  37  &  38  Yict,  c.  83,  s.  2,  this  enactment 
takes  effect  as  from  1st  November,  1875. 

It  has  been  said,  "  that  mergers  are  odious  in  equity,  and 
never  allowed,  unless  for  special  reasons."  (1  F.  Wms.  at 
p.  41.)  But  this  must  not  be  uilderstood  to  mean,  that  equity 
never  suffered  a  merger  at  law  to  effect  any  practical  alteration 
in  the  rights  of  parties ;  for  such  a  proposition  would  be  mani- 
festly erroneous.  Equity  never  hindered  the  destruction  of 
contingent  remainders  by  merger  through  collusion  between  the 
tenant  for  life  and  the  vested  remainderman ;  and  even  in  cases 
where  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders  were  parties  to 
the  destruction,  relief  in  equity  could  not  always  be  given  by 
preventing  the  merger,  though  the  trustees  would  be  ordered  to 
make  good  the  damage. 

The  following  points  are  very  material,  in  considering  the 
p):aotidal  result  of  the  assimilation  of  merger  at  law  to  merger 
in  equiiy. 

I.  Since  the  common  law  courts  could  take  no  notice  of 
trusts,  there  might  be  a  merger  at  law  between  two 
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estates  held  in  the  same  right,  although  one  of  them  was 
held  upon  a  trust.     (3  Frest.  Gonv.  285.) 

2.  The  eldest  son  and  heir  apparent  of  a  man  who  was  entitled  Fraud* 

to  a  long  term  of  years,  bj  collusion  with  the  reversioner, 
and  bj  misrepresentation  and  fraud  practised  on  his 
father,  induced  the  father  (apparently)  to  assent  to  cer- 
tain conveyances  whereby  the  term  of  years  became 
merged  at  law  in  the  reversion,  so  that  ultimately  the 
heir  at  law  might  obtain  the  land  discharged  from  the 
term,  and  the  father  be  prevented  from  availing  himself 
of  the  term  in  order  to  provide  portions  for  younger 
children.  It  was  held  that  the  fraud  was  a  ground  for 
relief  in  equity.  {Danby  v.  Danby^  Rep.  temp.  Finch, 
220.) 

3.  If  the  above-mentioned  distinction  taken  by  Lord  Coke  as  Lord  Coke's 

to  estates  en  autre  droit  (namely,  that  though  a  man  may  as  to  m  ^mtre 
have  a  freehold  in  his  own  right  and  a  term  of  years  en  ^^^^^' 
autre  droits  he  cannot  have  a  term  of  years  in  his  own 
right  and  a  freehold  en  autre  droit)  ever  was  the  rule  at 
law,  it  is  the  rule  no  longer.  {Thorn  v.  Nctomany  3 
Swanst.  603 ;  and  see  Nurse  v.  Yertporthy  3  Swanst.  608, 
at  p.  619.) 

4.  In  Chambers  v.  Eingham,  10  Ch.  D.  743,  at  p.  746,  Lord  The  distinc- 

Justice  (then  Mr.   Justice)   Fry  seems  obiter  to  have  m  autre  droit, 

expressed  the  opinion,  that  even  at  law  two  estates  "^^,^d 

cannot  merge  when  one  is  held  en  autre  droit,  although  *®*  ^  ^^* 

they  both  come  to  the  hands  of  the  same  person  by  act 

of  parties  and  not  by  operation  of  law.    In  the  same  case 

he  seems  to  have  expressly  decided,  that  at  all  events 

there  is  under  such  circumstances  no  merger  in  equity. 

This  decision  is  not  entirely  satisfactory ;  because  there 

seems  to  have  been  little  argument,  and  it  appears  that 

the  court  was  imperfectly  informed  as  to  the  authorities. 

But  the  decision  is  not  intrinsically  unreasonable,  and  it 

may  not  improbably  be  followed. 
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6.  There  is  a  dictum  of  Lord  Elddn  m  Zord  Compton  v. 
Oxendeny  2  Ves.  261,  at  p.  264,  which  seems  to  imply 
that  merger  would  be  prevented  in  equity  for  the  benefit 
of  an  infant.  This  remark  is  founded  upon  a  case, 
Thotnas  v.  Kef7iey»y  2  Vem.  348,  which  has  nothing  to 
do  with  merger,  but  refers  to  the  extinguishment  of  a 
daughter's  portion  in  the  inheritance  descending  upon 
her.  The  portion  was  secured  by  a  term  of  years  vested 
in  trustees,  so  that  merger  was  wholly  out  of  the  ques* 
tion.  Here  there  is  some  likeness  in  principle  between 
merger  and  extinguishment.  See  also  Forbes  v.  Moffatty 
18  Yes.  384,  where  the  question  of  the  extinguishment 
of  charges  in  the  fee  is  treated  as  being  a  question  of  in- 
tention ;  and  Toulmin  v.  SieerCy  3  Mer.  210,  as  explained 
in  Adams  v.  Angellj  5  Ch.  D.  634,  at  p.  645,  where  note 
the  words,  ^'in  the  absence  of  any  contemporaneous 
expression  of  intention."  Cases  of  the  type  of  Toulmin 
V.  Steere  seem  to  depend  upon  the  question  of  the  ex- 
tinguishment of  charges  in  the  fee,  because  the  legal 
mortgagee  may  be  said,  by  a  release  of  the  equity  of 
redemption,  to  have  obtained  the  fee  in  equity.* 

Something  to  the  same  effect  is  the  doctrine,  that  if 
the  legal  fee  and  the  equitable  fee  should  come  to  the 
same  hands,  the  latter  is  extinguished ;  and  if  it  should 
happen  that  the  course  of  descent  should  not  be  identical, 
the  descent  of  the  legal  fee  will  prevail.  {Selbt/  v.  Ahioriy 
3  Ves.  339;  Re  DouglaSy  Wood  v.  DouglaSy  28  Ch.  D.  327.) 

6.  The  point  actually  decided  in  Brandon  v.  Brandony  31  L.  J. 

mm  i^^M^  ,.■■■■■  ■■■■  ,      m  m  ^  ■  »■  -■  »  -■  W  ■■— m 

*  QuestioiiB  relating  to  tlie  extingfuiBlixnent  of  charges  in  the  fee,  or  other 
estate  charged,  have  nothing  to  do  with  mergfer  properly  so  called,  though  they 
are  often  confused  with  it,  and  are  often  improperly  included  in  the  word. 

It  may  now  be  regarded  as  oonclusively  settled,  (1)  that  upon  a  charge  and 
the  estate  charged  coming  to  the  same  hands,  the  charge  wiU  never  be  ex- 
tinguished contrary  to  the  expressed  intention  of  the  party,  and  (2)  that  in  the 
absence  of  any  expressed  intention,  the  intention  maybe  inferred  from  consider- 
ing what  would  most  have  conduced  to  the  party's  benefit. 

Though  there  wiU  never  be  an  extinguishment  contrary  to  the  intention  of 
the  party,  yet  special  circumstances  may  exist  to  prevent  him  in  equity  from 
setting  up  the  charge  against  a  sabeequebt  incumbrancer. 
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Ch.  47,   seems  to   have  been,  that  the   parties  to   an 

administration  suit  are  estopped  in  equity  from  raising 

the  question  of  merger  between  two  estates,  when,  with 

the  consent  of  all  parties,  the  two  estates  have  during  a 

long  series  of  years  been  treated  by  the  court  as  being 

both  in  subsistence.    The  judgment  contains  dicta  which  (^r«  as  to 

would  seem  to  go  the  length  of  laying  it  down,  that  in 

equity  merger  depends  wholly  upon  intention. 
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.     CHAPTER  XI. 

RULES  OF  LIMITATION  AT  COMMON  LAW. 

It  has  been  remarked  above,  that  terms  of  years  were  unknown 
to  the  common  law,  which  recognized  no  estate  other  than  estates 
of  freehold.  ( Vide  supra^  p.  63.)  Since  these  latter  were  the 
only  known  estates,  it  follows  that,  in  the  eye  of  the  common 
law,  the  person  having  the  first  vested  estate  of  freehold  was 
necessarily  the  person  who  was,  for  the  time  being,  entitled  to 
the  actual  possession  of  the  land.  "Here possession  is  synonymous 
with  seisifty  and  it  is  perpetually  used  in  this  sense  by  the  older 
writers  on  the  law.  In  the  case  of  writers  who  wrote  before 
the  statute  21  Hen.  8,  c.  15,  or,  at  all  events,  before  the  Statute 
of  Gloucester,  this  usage  is  so  obviously  natural  as  to  require  no 
explanation ;  and  later  writers  long  retained  the  language  which 
had  become  the  customary  exponent  of  the  law's  meaning.  The 
statutes  which  made  the  estate  or  interest  of  the  termor  for 
years  practically  indefeasible,  contained  nothing  to  disturb  the 
old  legal  theory,  that  he  had  no  seisin  in  him,  but  occupied  the 
land  only  under  a  contract  and  in  right  of  the  seisin  of  the 
reversioner. 

Definition  of  Seisin  may  therefore  be  defined  to  be  a  possession  of  land 
founded  upon  the  title  given  by  an  estate  known  to  the  common 
law;  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  by  an  estate  of  freehold. 
*^ Seisitus  commeth  of  the  French  word  seisiuy  i.e.  possession 
saving  that  in  the  common  law,  seised  or  seisin  is  properly 
applyed  to  freehold,  and  possessed  or  possession  properly  to  goods 
and  chattels ;  although  sometime  the  one  is  used  instead  of  the 
other."  (Co.  litt.  17  a.)  When  greater  complexity  had  been 
introduced  into  the  relations  of  legal  estates,  and  it  became 
requisite  to  use  a  greater  nicety  of  language  in  order  to  preserve 
accuracy,  the  wor4  Seisin,  which  was  originally  used  inter- 
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ohangeably  with  poBsession  and  in  referenoe  both  to'  real  and 
personal  property^  gradually  became  appropriated  to  the  former, 
and  the  word  possession  to  the  latter.  It  is  remarkable  that  the 
ohange  should  be  assignable  to  the  fifteenth  oentury :  about  the 
epoch  when  the  growing  importance  of  terms  of  years  might 
have  given  rise  to  confusion,  if  the  verbal  discrimination  had  not 
been  made.  {Vide  supra^  p.  55,  note.)  The  word  possession 
is  now  commonly  used  to  mean  any  possession  which  is  founded 
upon  any  title  which  the  law,  as  now  administered,  will  recognize 
and  protect.* 

When  a  number  of  successive  vested  estates  of  freehold  are  The  aotnal 
derived  out  of  the  same  original  estate,  the  tenants  of  all  such  ®®**"** 
estates,  though  only  one  estate  can  at  one  time  be  vested  in  pos- 
session, are  all  said  to  be  in  the  seisin  of  the  fee.    The  first  in  order 
of  the  estates,  which  is  vested  in  possession  as  well  as  in  interest, 
is  said  to  confer  the  right  to  the  ddual  seisin  or  immediate  freehold. 

Any  estate  which,  if  vested  in  possession,  would  give  the  Mere  freehold 
right  to  the  immediate  freehold,  but  which  imports  no  inherit-  from^^t- 
ance,  is  styled  an  estate  of  mere  freehold.    The  only  estates  of  ^^' 
ibis  nature  are  estates  for  life  (including  tenancy  in  tail  ^^  after 
possibility")  and  estates ^wr  autre  tne. 

The  seisin  is  quite  independent  of,  and  unaffected  by,  the  In  what  sense 
existence  of  any  term  or  terms  of  years.    Therefore,  so  far  as  o/^^^il'ia 
the  seisin  is  concerned,  there  can  exist  no  such  thing  as  a  re-*  JJ^*®  t™** 
mainder  of  freehold  eapectant  upon  a  term  of   years.    The  of  years, 
existence  of  a  prior  term  of  years  does  not  prevent  the  first 
vested  estate  of  freehold  from  being  an  estate  of  freehold  in 
possession.     (litt.  sect.  60 : — '^  If  the  termour  in  this  case  entreth 
before  any  livery  of  seisin  made  to  him,  then  is  ihe  freehold  and 
also  the  reversion  in  the  lessor.")     Words  and  phrases  which 


*  **  Seisin  is  a  word  of  art,  and  in  pleading  is  only  applied  to  a  freehold  at 
least,  as  potssued  for  distinction  sake  is  to  a  chattell  reall  or  penonall."  (Go. 
litt.  200  b,  on  Litt.  sect.  324,  ^.  v.)  This  applies  not  only  to  corporeal  here- 
ditaments, but  to  all  incorporeal  hereditaments  .in  which  there  may  be  estates  of 
freehold ;  that  is,  to  all  tenements  intailable  under  the  statute  J>#  Jknit,  On 
the  phrase,  **  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,"  see  latt,  sect,  10. 
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grammaiically  import  futurity,  such  as' "  then," ^' when/'  "  froia 
and  after,'*  and  the  like,  when  they  refer  to  the  determination 
of  a  prior  term  of  years,  do  not  make  the  subsequently  limited 
freehold  contingent,  or  postpone  the  vesting  of  it  until  the 
expiration  of  the  term ;  but  xmder  suoh  circumstances  the  free- 
hold is  vested  immediately.  {Borasfon^s  Casey  3  Rep.  19.) 
During  the  continuance  of  a  prior  term,  the  first  estate  of  free- 
hold is  properly  described,  not  as  being  a  remainder  of  freehold 
expectant  upon  the  term  of  years,  but  as  being  the  freehold  in 
possession  subject  to  the  term.  But  since  the  possession  of  the 
freeholder  is  in  such  a  case  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  termor, 
and  since  these  rights  may,  and  in  practice  usually  do,*  deprive 
the  freeholder  of  the  immediate  use  and  occupation  of  the  lands 
during  the  term,  the  result  is,  for  many  practical  purposes,  much 
the  same  as  if  the  freehold  subsisted  only  as  a  veritable  re- 
mainder. In  this  sense  the  word  remainder  is  often  applied  to 
estates  of  freehold  limited  after  a  temi  of  years.  But  when 
this  language  is  used,  the  reader  must  bear  in  mind,  (1)  that  a 
prior  term  of  years  does  not  prevent  a  subsequent  Vested  estate 
of  freehold  from  being  an  estate  of  ix^^holdi  in  possession ;  and 
(2)  that  a  prior  term  of  years  does  not  prevent  a  subsequent 
contingent  estate  of  freehold  from  being  void  in  its  inception,  as 
being  an  attempt  to  create  a  freehold  infuturo. 

The  seiflin  By  the  common  law,  the  tenant  of  the  immediate  freehold 

oannot  be 

placed  in  was  the  only  person  against  whom  a  writ  could  be  brought  in  a 
act  of'partwe.  '^^  action,  or  from  whom  the  lord  could  demand  the  feudal 
services  incident  to  the  tenure ;  and  in  ancient  times  this  was 
equivalent  to  saying  that,  during  abeyance  of  the  immediate 
freehold,  all  rights,  both  public  and  private,  in  reference  to 
the  land,  were  in  abeyance  also.  This  sufficiently  explains 
the  common  law  rule,  that  every  act  of  parties  is  void,  by  which, 

*  Where  the  term  is  created  by  way  of  lease,  and  for  the  ordinary  purposes 
of  a  lease,  the  use  and  occupation  is  of  course  always  in  the  lessee.  But  terms 
of  years  are  often  created  in  settlements,  or  under  powers  conferred  by  settle- 
ments, merely  by  way  of  security  for  jointures  and  portions ;  and  they  do  not 
then  interfere  with  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  lands,  unless  some  default  is 
made  in  satisfying  the  charges  for  which  they  are  a  security.  Similar  terms 
were  also  formerly  in  common  use  for  the  creation  of  ordinary  mortgages  for 
securing  money  lent.- 
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if  it  were  takto  to  he  valid,  the  iniiiiediate  freehold  would  he 
pladed  in  aheyance.  The  strictness  of  this  rule  is  ahsolute^ 
under  no  oiroumstanoes  whatever,  hy  the  common  law,  can  the 
immediate  freehold  he  placed  in  aheyance  hy  any  act  of  parties. 
(1  Prest.  Est.  216.)  From  this  rule  some  "very  important  con- 
sequences are  deduced,  with  regard  to  the  limitation  of  estates 
at  common  law. 

But  hy  unavoidable  necessity,  the  immediate  freehold  might  Sometimes 
be  placed  in  aheyance  by  operation  of  law,  though  not  by  the  abeyance  by 
act  of  parties.    In  the  case  of  a  corporation  6ole  seised  of  lands,  2>«»*ioa  <>' 
during  the  interval  between  the  death  of  one  incumbent  (or 
other  cause  of  a  vacancy)  and  the  accession  of  his  successor,  the 
immediate  freehold  is  in  abeyance.     (Litt.  sect.  647.)     And  on 
the  death  of  a  tenant  pur  autre  tie^  whose  estate  was  barely 
limited  to  him  by  name  (without  any  mention  of  the  heirs) 
during  the  life  of  cestui  que  vte^  the  immediate  freehold  was,  by 
the  common  law,  in  abeyance,  unless  or  untU  some  person  had> 
or  obtained,  such  a  possession  as  caused  the  freehold  to  be  cast 
upon  him  by  the  title  of  general  occupancy.     (Co.  Litt.  342  b.) 

By  the  provisions  of  several  statutes,  the  immediate  freehold  The  seisin 
may  perhaps,  under  certain  circumstances,  be  placed  in  abeyance.  p^L^in 
At  common  law  a  contingent  remainder  was  destroyed,  unless  it  *^i^°®  ^^ 
became  vested  in  interest  either  previously  to,  or  eo  uistanti  with) 
the  determination  of  the  precedent  estate  of  freehold ;  because 
the  immediate  freehold  would  otherwise  have  been  in  abeyance 
pending  the  contingency.     The  statutes  above  referred  to  pro^ 
vide  that,  subject  to  certain  restrictions,  contiagent  remainders 
may  take  effect,  notwithstanding  the  determination,  pending  the 
contingency,   of  the  precedent  estate  of  freehold;   but  they 
make  no  provision  for  the  vesting  of  the  freehold  during  the 
interval.     (For  an  account  of  the  said  statutes,  and  remarks 
upon  their  operation,  see  pp.  127,  130,  infra.) 

m 

The  impossibility,  at  common  law,  of  causing  any  abeyance 
of  the  immediate  freehold  by  any  act  of  parties  is  the  foundation 
of  several  of  the  rules  regulating  the  limitation  of  legal  estates. 
These  rules  remain  valid  at  the  present  day,  except  in  so  far  as 


92  ON  ESTATES  IN  GENERAL. 

their  operation^  in  respect  to  the  liahility  of  contingent  remain- 
ders to  destruction,  has  been  restricted  by  the  statutes  above 
referred  to. 

Exemption     •    B^^t  it  jxixxBt  be  bome  in  mind  that  the  rules  of  limitation 

of  exeoatoiy  ,  .     ,  , 

IxmitatioiiB.  which  depend  upon  the  necessity  for  a  continuous  seisin  do  not 
necessarily  apply  either  to  assurances  taking  effect  by  the  Statute 
of  Uses,  or  to  ivills,  because  limitations  which,  in  a  common 
law  assurance,  would  place  the  freehold  in  abeyance,  would 
not  necessarily  place  it  in  abeyance  if  contained  in  an  assurance 
by  way  of  use  or  in  a  will.  In  the  case  of  executory  devises, 
the  seisin  will  descend,  during  the  unappropriated  interval,  to 
the  testator's  heir-at-law;  and  in  the  case  of  springing  and 
shifting  uses,  it  may  result  to  the  grantor,  during  any  such 
interval.  At  the  present  day,  assurances  at  the  common  law 
rarely  occur  in  practice ;  and  it  follows  that  the  practical  appli- 
cation of  the  rules  in  question  is  not  of  wide  extent.  Their 
application  is  probably  restricted  in  practice  to  leases  for  lives, 
which,  when  granted  by  an  absolute  owner,  whether  an  indi-> 
vidual  or  a  corporation,  are  commonly  granted  in  the  shape  of 
common  law  leases,*  as  distinguished  from  leases  which  take 
effect  by  the  Statute  of  Uses.  Nevertheless,  it  is  necessary 
that  the  rules  relating  to  abeyance  of  the  seisin  should  be  not 
only  known,  but  intimately  known,  to  eveiy  conveyancer 
who  aspires  to  possess  more  than  an  empirical  acquaintance 
with  his  art.  Moreover,  the  general  rule  against  abeyance  of 
the  freehold  remains  in  full  force  and  validity ;  and  the  existence 
of  executoiy  limitations  is  explained,  not  by  the  hypothesis 
(which  would  be  untrue)  that  by  their  means  an  abeyance  of  the 
freehold  can  be  effected,  but  by  the  theoretical  devices  which 
account  for  the  vesting  of  the  freehold,  in  wills  and  conveyances 

*  Even  these  leases  are  not,  stiictlj  Bpeaking,  common  law  assurances ;  for 
they  are  in  praotioe  made  by  grant  under  8  &  9  Vict.  o.  106,  s.  2,  -whereas  at 
common  law  they  would  need  li-^ery  of  seiBin.  But  this  point  is  not  material  to 
the  present  distinction,  for  such  statutory  grants  seem  to  be  amenable,  in  all 
other  respects,  to  the  rules  which  govern  common  law  assurances.  In  the  same 
sense,  it  might  also  be  said  that  conveyances  in  fee  simple,  expressed  to  be  made 
**  unto  and  to  the  use  of"  the  grantee — which  often  occur  in  practice— are 
common  law  assurances,  since  they  do  not  take  effect  by  the  Statute  of  Uses. 
But  the  form  of  svoh  aflsamnces  does  not  offend  against  the  present  rules. 
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to  uses;  during  any  interval  which  is  not  specificallj  inentiohed 
and  appropriated  by  the  instrument. 

Of  the  rules  stated  in  this  chapter,  the  first  four  depend  upon  The  bearing 
the  doctrine  of  abeyance  of  the  seisin.      The  remaining  two  npon^-  ^ 
weredesigned  to  prevent  the  creation  of  what  in  modem  times  is  P®*^*^««- 
styled  ^'  a  perpetuity/'  by  the  limitation  of  remote  estates  to 
unborn  persons  as  purchasers.    The  latter  rules  are  the  ancient 
counterpart  at  common  law  of  the  modem  rule  against  per- 
petuities ;  and  they  fulfil  a  function,  in  respect  to  legal  limita- 
tionsy  siinilar  to  that  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities  in  respect  to 
ezecutoiy  limitations. 

Lord  Brougham  pointed  out,  in  Cok  v.  Sewell,  2  H.  L.  0. 
186,  at  p.  232,  that  the  rule  forbidding  abeyance  of  the  seisin 
also  directly  tended  to  prevent  the  creation  of  perpetuities,  by 
preventing  the  existence  of  any  interval  between  the  determina- 
tion of  a  particular  estate  and  the  commencement  in  possession 
of  the  remainder : — "  If  it  may  be  for  one  year  after  the  life  of 
A.  terminates,  it  may  be  for  a  thousand  years,  and  so  it  might 
end  in  a  perpetuity."  This  observation  is  marked  by  the 
greatest  acumen.  But  the  rule  was  founded  historically,  long 
before  any  such  reasons  had  been  thought  of,  upon  the  above- 
mentioned  grounds  relating  to  feudal  services  and  writs  in  real 
actions :  matters  which,  at  the  time  of  the  rule's  origin,  were  of 
such  immense  practical  importance,  that  nothing  further  is 
needed  to  explain  its  rigorous  enforcement. 


Rule  1. — ^Any  limitation  by  which  an  estate  of 
freehold  in  corporeal  hereditaments  purports  to  be  so 
granted  as  to  commence,  either  upon  the  expiration  of 
a  fixed  interval  of  time  after  the  execution  of  the 
assurance,  or  upon  the  happening  of  some  future  con- 
tingency other  than  the  determination  of  a  precedent 
estate  of  freehold,  is  void  in  its  inception.  (Bur- 
wicVs  Casey  5  Rep.  93,  at  p.  94  b ;  Buckler* s  Case^  2 
Rep.  65  ;  BorastorCs  Case^  3  Rep.  19,  at  p.  21  a ;  Hogg 
V-  Crossy  Cro.  Eliz.  254 ;  10  Vin.  Abr.  206  =  Estate^  B. 
pi.  10  ;  ibid.  208,  pi.  26 ;  Plowd.  156  ;  2  Bl.  Com.  165  ; 
1  Prest.  Est.  217.) 
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.  An  estate  of  freehold  so  limited  is  often  styled  a  freehold  in 
futuro ;  and  the  above  rule  is  often  summarized  bj  the  state- 
ment, that  the  limitation  of  a  freehold  in  futuro  is  void.  There 
are  three  kinds  of  limitations,  which  come  directly  nnder  the 
description  of  a  freehold  in  futuro : — 
Three  kinds  (1)  A  vested  estate,  (or  rather,  an  estate  which,  by  the  terms 
in  futuro.  of  its  limitation,  purports  to  be  a  vested  estate,)  not 

preceded  by  another  estate,  but  limited  to  commence 
after  the  expiration  of  a  fixed  interval,  or  upon  the 
happening  of  a  contingency ; 

(2)  A  vested  estate  limited  subsequently  to  another  estate, 
but  with  an  interval  of  time  to  elapse  between  its  com- 
mencement in  possession  and  the  determination  of  the 
precedent  estate ;  and 

(3)  A  contingent  remainder  not  immediately  preceded  by  a 
vested  estate  of  freehold. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Boddington  v.  Rohinaon^  L.  B.  10  Exch. 
270,  the  validity  of  the  above-stated  rule  was  expressly  ad- 
mitted ;  though,  by  a  strained  construction  of  the  deed  which 
was  there  in  question,  the  legal  consequences  of  the  rule  were 
avoided.  But  this  admission  of  the  rule's  validity  is  subject 
to  the  extraordinary  suggestion,  which  seems  to  have  been 
made  arguendo  in  that  case  as  to  the  effect  of  8  &  9  Yict. 
c.  106,  8.  6,  upon  which  the  court  pronounced  no  opinion. 
( Vide  infray  p.  99.) 

Reason  of  the  The  existence  of  this  rule  is  intimately  connected  with  the 
nection  with  vicw  taken  by  the  common  law  of  the  common  law  assurances, 
and  particularly  of  a  feoffment.  In  the  view  of  the  common 
law,  a  feoffment  necessarily  devested  the  seisin,  forthwith  and 
during  the  whole  time  comprised  in  the  estate  or  estates  to  which 
it  referred,  out  of  the  feoffor.  Unless,  therefore,  the  feoffment 
purported,  forthwith  and  for  the  whole  of  that  duration,  to 
vest  the  seisin  in  the  feoffee,  it  would  follow  that,  during 
some  unappropriated  interval,  the  actual  seisin  or  immediate 
freehold  would  be  placed  in  abeyance. 

Whether  the  supposed  unappropriated  interval  had  its  ex- 
istence at  the  beginning,  or  somewhere  in  the  middle,  of  the 
period  for  which   the   seisin  was  taken  out   of   the  feoffor 


common  law 
assnranoee. 
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bj  the  feoffment,  makes  no  di£Ferenoe  to  the  ultimate  result. 
In  either  case,  supposing  the  limitation  to  take  effect,  the  actual 
seisin  would,  sooner  or  later,  be  placed  in  abeyance.  There- 
fore, estates  of  freehold  in  futuroy  unpreceded  by  any  other 
estate,  and  remainders  (as  they  may  be  called)  in  futuro^ 
separated  by  an  interval  of  time  from  the  precedent  estate,  are 
at  common  law,  both  equally  void  in  their  inception. 

The  case  of  a  contingent  remainder,  provided  that  in  its  -^plication 
inception  it  is  preceded  by  an  immediate  estate  of  freehold,  contingent 
differs  from  what  is  above  styled  a  remainder  infuturo;  because,  '®™"^  ®"' 
though  such  a  contingent  remainder  might  by  possibility  place 
the  immediate  freehold  in  abeyance,  the  terms  of  its  limitation 
do  not  exclude  the  possibility  that  it  may  take  effect  without 
causing  any  such  abeyance.     Therefore,  while  a  remainder 
expressly  limited  in  futuro  is  void  in  its  inception,  the  con- 
tingent remainder  is  (at  common  law)  void  only  in  case  the 
possible  mischief  should  actually  arise;   that  is,  in  case  the 
precedent    estate    of    freehold    should  determine    before    the 
vesting  of  the  contingent  remainder  by  the  happening  of  the 
contingency. 

The  rules  of  limitation  which  are  derived  from  the  rule  The  role 
against  abeyance  of  the  freehold,  are  not  confined  to  assurances  ^L^n  law 
made  by  feoffment,  though  their  origin  is  closely  connected  with  t^S*^' 
the  mode  in  which  a  feoffment  is  supposed  by  the  law  to  freehold  can 

••••  l)e  oonvcved 

operate.  They  have  always  been  held  to  apply  also  to  all  other 
assurances  by  which,  at  common  law,  estates  of  freehold  may  be 
limited  or  conveyed ;  namely,  as  regards  corporeal  hereditaments, 
to  fines,  recoveries,  releases,  and  confirmations  by  way  of  enlarge- 
ment ;  and,  as  regards  incorporeal  hereditaments,  to  grants. 

The  release  in  the  old-fashioned  assurance  styled  a  'Uease 
and  release,"  is  a  release  operating  at  common  law  by  way  of 
enlargement  of  the  estate  created  by  the  lease.  Therefore,  any 
estate  infuturo^  purporting  to  be  created  by  lease  and  release,  is 
void,  no  less  than  such  an  estate  purporting  to  be  created  by 
feoffment.     {Roe  v.  Tranmarr,  Willes,  682,  2  Wils.  76.) 

A  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  uses  in  consideration  of  blood 
or  marriage,  is  not  a  oonmion  law  assurance ;  and  the  present 
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rule  does  not  apply  thereto.     {Eoe  v.  Tranmarry  Willes,  682," 
•  2Wil8.  76.) 

EzchangeB.  It  is  laid  down  in  books  of  great  authority  (Shep.  T.  295 ; 
Perk.  sect.  265)  that  the  rule  is  not  binding  upon  oommon  law 
exchanges,  in  the  sense  that  an  exchange  may  be  made  to  take 
effect  after  the  expiration  of  a  definite  interval  of  time.  It  is 
also  laid  down  in  Shep.  T.  293,  that  an  exchange  may  be  made 
of  a  definite  parcel  of  land  for  either  of  two  others  at  the  elec- 
tion of  the  other  party;  and  that  upon  election  being  made,' 
the  exchange  is  good :  which  approaches  nearly  to  the  doctrine 
of  Perkins.  Pteston  questions  the  first  doctrine,  but  does  not 
expressly  deny  it  (1  Ptest.  Est.  217,  note  d) ;  and  in  his  addi- 
tion to  the  Touchstone,  he  appears  to  accept  the  second  doctrine 
there  laid  down.  Common  law  exchanges  probably  never  occur 
in  modem  practice;*  and  therefore  the  question  is  of  no  practical 
importance; 

The  rule  does       A  feoffment  takes  effect  from  the  livery  of  the  seisin,  not 

nntilthe         from  the  execution  of.  any  accompanying  deed  or  charter. 

i^5^^/*     Therefore,  if  the  deed  should  purport  to  limit  a. freehold  in 

futurOf  but  the  liveiy  of  seisin  should  not  in  fact  be  made  until 

after  the  preliminary  interval  has  expired,  the  feoffment  will  be 

good;  because  the  estate  conveyed  commences  from  the  feoff- 

*  It  ia  now  the  common  praotioe  to  emploj  ordinarj  conyeyanoes,  one  made 
by  each  party  to  the  other,  in  order  to  effect  exchanges.  Saoh  conveyances, 
except  in  the  statement  of  the  consideration,  do  not  differ  in  form  from  ordinary 
conveyances  npon  sales. 

On  common  law  exchanges,  see  Co.  Litt.  61  \>.  ad  init.  Five  things  are 
enumerated  as  being  necessary: — (1)  that  the  parties  should  both  be  seised 
(or,  in  the  case  of  terms  of  years,  possessed)  of  estates  of  the  like  quantum  and 
quality ;  (2)  that  the  proper  word,  exeambium^  or  exchange,  should  be  used ; 
(3)  both  parties  must  enter  on  their  respective  parcels  during  their  joint  lives ; 
but  an  entry  in  law  was  suifident  in  cases  where  an  entry  in  deed  could  not  be 
made;  which  is  what  Lord  Coke  means  when  he  says  that  entry  or  claim  is 
necessary ;  (4)  if  the  exchange  were  of  things  lying  in  grant,  it  must  be  made 
by  deed ;  (5)  if  the  exchange  were  of  lands  in  the  same  county,  it  might  at 
oommon  law  be  effected  by  parol ;  but,  according  to  the  common  opinion,  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  made  writing  necessary,  though  it  does  not  expressly  mention - 
exchangee ;  and  by  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  3,  a  deed  is  now  necessary ;  if  the 
lands  were  in  different  counties,  a  deed,  and  according  to  Lord  Coke  and  the 
Touchstone,  an  indenture,  was  necessary.  Preston  (Frest.  Shep.  T.  294)  questions 
the  necessity  for  an  indenture. 
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ment,  and  does  not  under  such  eircumstanoes  commence  tnfuturo, 
(1  Prest.  Est.  222 ;  10  Vin.  Abr.  205  =  Ustatey  B.  pi.  4 ; 
13  Vin.  Abr.  193  =  Feoffment,  T.  2,  pi.  1.) 

Similarljy  an  assurance  by  deed,  which  needs  no  livery,  takes 
effect  from  the  delivery  of  the  deed.  Accordingly,  in  an  assur- 
ance by  lease  or  release,  or  in  a  lease  made  by  grant  under 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  of  lands  for  life  or  lives,  if  the  estate  limited 
should  purport  to  be  a  freehold  infuturo,  but  the  deed  (though 
previously  sealed)  should  not  be  delivered  imtil  after  the  expi- 
ration of  the  preliminary  interval,  the  deed  will  be  good  and 
the  estate  will  take  effect.     (1  Prest.  Est.  222.) 

The  natural  meaning  of  the  words,  "  from  the  day  of  the  From  what 
date,"  is,  "after  the  day  of  the  date ;"  and  a  lease  of  which  the  commences, 
commencement  is  so  indicated,  properly  begins  with  the  begin- 
ning of  the  next  day.  {ClaytorCs  Casey  5  Rep.  1  \  Cornish  v.  Cawsy, 
Aleyn,  75.)  Therefore  in  the  case  of  a  lease  for  lives  of  which  the 
commencement  is  so  indicated,  if  livery  of  seisin  had  been  made 
on  the  day  of  the  date,  this  would  upon  a  strict  construction 
amount  to  the  limitation  of  a  freehold  infuturo  and  would  be 
void.  (10  Vin.  Abr.  204  =  Estate,  B.  pi.  1,  2.)  If  this  doc- 
trine were  enforced,  there  seems  to  be  no  recuson  why  it  should 
not  apply  to  leases  for  lives  made  by  grant,  under  8  &  9  Vict. 
c.  106,  s.  2,  as  well  as  to  leases  for  lives  made  by  livery  of 
seisin.  But  it  has  been  held  in  more  recent  cases,  in  order  to 
avoid  a  result  which  must  be  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  that  the  above-mentioned  expression  will  be  deemed  to 
include  the  day  of  the  date.  {Hatter  v.  Ashe,  3  Lev,  438, 
Ld.  Eaym.  34  ;  Freeman  v.  West,  2  Wils.  165.) 

In  Boddington  y.  Robinson  a  lease  which  purported  to  create  a  Remarks 
freehold  infuturo,  having  been  drawn  by  an  incompetent  drafts-  ^Bodd^ngum 
man,  happened  to  contain  some  absurd  and  superfluous  expres-  l^!^'"' 
sions.    The  court,  being  veiy  desirous  to  escape  from  declaring  £xoh.  270. 
the  lease  void,  made  use  of  these  absurdities  to  impute  to  the 
deed  a  legal  operation  which,  in  respect  to  the  time  of  the  term's 
commencement,  was  manifestly  not  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

In  that  case  the  material  facts  were  as  follows : — A.  being 
tenant  for  his  own  life  of  a  house,  by  a  deed,  dated,  and  pre- 

C.R.P.  11 


98  ON  ESTATES  IN  GENERAL. 

sumed  to  be  delivered,  on  the  10th  November,  1864,  purported 
to  grant,  demise,  and  lease  to  B.hia  executors^  administrators^ 
and  assignSy  the  house  in  question,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same 
from  the  l^th  of  Novembei'  [sioj^r  the  term  of  the  aforesaid  A. 
for  the  term  of  his  natural  life.  This  lease  therefore  purported 
to  create,  on  the  10th  November,  1864,  an  estate  pur  autre  vie 
to  commence  from  the  13th  day  of  some  undefined  month  of 
November ;  but  from  certain  circumstances  connected  with  the 
dealings  with  the  house  which  had  taken  place,  the  court 
inferred  that  the  intended  year  was  the  year  1874.  The  prin- 
cipal question  was,  whether  this  was  void,  as  being  a  freehold 
infuturo  purporting  to  be  created  by  what  is  for  this  purpose  a 
common  law  assurance. 

The  court  held  that  the  words  contained  in  the  premisses 
were  sufficient  expressly  to  pass  the  whole  estate  of  A.,  and 
that  they  were  not  cut  down  by  the  words  contained  in  the 
habendum  importing  the  omission  of  the  interval  between  the 
10th  November,  1864,  and  the  13th  November,  1874.  It 
followed  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  freehold  created 
by  the  deed  was  an  immediate  freehold  and  not  a  freehold 
infuturo. 

The  reasoning  upon  which  this  conclusion  was  based  seems  to 
consist  of  two  propositions.  The  first  imports  that  an  express 
estate  contained  in  the  premisses  of  a  deed,  and  which  is  capable 
of  taking  effect  by  virtue  of  the  deed  without  any  such  extra- 
neous ceremony  as  livery  of  seisin,  is  not  liable  to  be  abridged 
or  avoided  by  anything  contained  in  the  habendum :  a  proposi- 
tion which  has  for  a  very  long  time  past  been  settled  beyond 
question.  ( Vide  infra^  p.  377.)  The  second  proposition  (which 
is  much  more  dubious)  imports,  that  the  addition  of  the  words, 
'^  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,"  to  the  name  of  a 
grantee,  will,  when  the  grantor  has  an  estate  for  his  own  life, 
expressly  convey  the  whole  estate  of  the  grantor  to  the  grantee. 
This  second  proposition  seems  to  be  a  purely  arbitrary  propo- 
sition, unsupported  by  any  shadow  of  authority,  which  seems 
to  have  been  invented  expressly  to  suit  the  exigencies  of  the 
particular  case. 

The  only  reason,  or  semblance  of  a  reason,  alleged  in  favour 
of  the  second  proposition  was,  that  the  words,  *^  his  executor% 
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administxators,  and  assigns,"  are  '' proper  words  of  limitation'' 
for  granting  the  whole  of  the  estate  of  the  grantor  in  prceseivti. 
But  this  statement  seems  to  be  very  arbitrary  doctrine.  There 
exists  no  authority  to  show  that  those  words,  unaooompanied  bj 
the  words,  "  during  the  life  of  the  grantor,"  would  have  any 
Buoh  efieot.  And  the  last-mentioned  words  would  have  that 
effect,  without  any  need  for  the  mention  of  executors,  adminis- 
trators, or  assigns.  This  was,  in  fact,  a  material  part  of  the 
grounds  upon  which  general  occupancy  was  permitted  by  the 
common  law;  because  the  assignor  or  grantor,  having  parted 
mth  the  whole  estate  during  the  life  of  cestui  que  vie,  had  himself 
no  better  right  to  enter  upon  the  lands,  after  the  grantee's 
death,  than  anybody  else  had. 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  arguments  of  counsel  are  not 
given  in  the  above  cited  report.     An  extraordinary  suggestion  Suggestion  as 
seems  to  have  been  made,  in  argument,  that  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  106,  o.  i06,  s.  6, 
8.  6,  has  in  effect  repealed  the  rule  of  law  now  under  considera-  ^^Juixn^ 
tion,  and  that  it  authorizes  the  creation  de  novo  of  a  freehold  in  ▼•  ^bimon. 
futuro  by  a  common  law  assurance.     But  it  is  conceived  that 
the  language  of  that  enactment  manifestly  refers  only  to  the 
conveyance  of  ^'  future  interests  "  which  are  already  in  esse,  as 
subjects  of  limitation — that  is,  contingent  remainders  and  exe- 
cutory interests ;  and  that  it  has  no  reference  to  the  creation 
de  novo  of  anything  whatever.     In  the  discussion  of  this  subject 
the  phrase,  freehold  in  futurOj  has  acquired  a  peculiar  signifi- 
cance, and  the  phrase,  future  interest,  is  never  used  in  the  same 
meaning.     The  suggestion  above  referred  to  seems,  in  fact,  to 
be  a  mere  inept  playing  upon  words.     The  court  in  Boddington 
V.  Robinson  declined  to  consider  this  question,  upon  the  ground 
that,  in  view  of  their  opinion  upon  the.  other  point,  it  was  not 
material  to  the  decision. 

The  following  reasons  (if  any  be  required  in  addition  to  the  Beacons  for 
apparent  scope  of  the  Act's  language)  for  rejecting  the  sug-  ^^^ 
gested  interpretation  of  8  &  9  Vict.  o.  106,  s.  6,  seem  to  be  J^^^S^, 
conclusive.    If  that  interpretation  were  correct,  its  effect  could 
hardly  be  restricted  to  the  particular  case  which  happened  to 
Boit  the  convenience  of  the  defendant  in  Boddington  v.  Eobinson. 

u2 
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The  result  would  be  that,  independently  of  40  &  41  Vict.  o.  33, 
no  reason  would  any  longer  exist,  why  a  contingent  remainder 
should  be  destroyed  by  the  expiration  of  the  precedent  estate 
of  freehold  pending  the  contingency.     But  nobody  has   ever 
suggested  that  the  last  cited  statute  is  superfluous,  so  far  as 
regards  contingent  remainders  created  by  instruments  coming 
into  operation  after  1st  October,   1846.      In  Brackenhury  v. 
OibbonSf  2  Ch.  D.  417,  which  was  decided  more  than  thirty 
years  after  the  passing  of  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  Vice-Chancellor 
Hall,  who  was  probably  the  most  learned  judge  of  his  day  in 
respect  to  such  matters,  assumed  that  the  common  law  rule  was 
applicable  to  contingent  remainders  created  by  a  will  dated  in 
1864.     In  Be  Lcchmere  and  Lloyd^  18  Ch.  D.  624,  the  late 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  Q-.  Jessel,  evidently  made  the  same 
assumption,  though  he  thought  that,  upon  the  wording  of  the 
instruments  under  consideration,  the  limitations  in  both  cases 
gave  rise  to   executory  interests,  and  not  to   contingent  re- 
mainders.    (See  also  Cunliffe  v.  Branckevj  3  Ch.  D.  393.)   More- 
over, if  such   contingent  remainders  as   are   not  within  the 
protection  of  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  33,  are  by  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106, 
protected  against  destruction  by  expiration  of   the  precedent 
estate,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  neither  statute  makes  them  liable 
to  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  and  it  is  at  least  doubtful 
whether  any  such  liability  otherwise  afEects  them. 

Rule  2. — ^Any  similar  limitation  of  an  estate  of  free- 
hold derived  out  of  a  remainder  or  reversion,  expectant 
upon  a  particular  estate  of  freehold,  is  likewise  void  in 
its  inception.  {Barwiclc^h  Case^  5  Rep.  93,  at  p.  94  b ; 
Buckler^ s  Case^  2  Rep.  55 ;  Swf//f  v.  Eyres ^  Cro.  Car. 
646 ;  10  Vin.  Abr.  206^Estate,  B.  pi.  9  ;  1  Prest.  Est. 
219.) 

'  Such  limitations,  when  they  are  to  commence  in  possession 
after  the  expiration  of  a  definite  interval,  are  manifestly  iden- 
tical in  principle  with  limitations  of  a  remainder  in  future^ 
derived  out  of  an  estate  in  possession,  leaving  an  unappropriated 
interval  between  the  determination  of  the  precedent  estate  and 
the  vesting  in  possession  of  the  remainder.  To  them  applies 
the  same  criticism,  that  they  not  only  contemplate  ab  initio  the 
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possible  abeyance  of  the  freehold,  but  also  (unlike  contingent 
remainders)  are  such  that  they  could  not  possibly  take  effect  as 
estates  in  possession  without  the  occurrence  of  such  an  interval 
of  abeyance. 

The  rule  also  applies  to  the  limitation  of  a  contingent  re- 
mainder derived  out  of  an  estate  in  remainder  or  reversion,  not 
supported  by  a  precedent  estate  derived  by  the  same  instrument 
out  of  the  same  remainder  or  reversion.  For  the  particular 
estate  upon  which  the  remainder  or  reversion  is  expectant,  not 
having  been  created  at  the  same  time  as  the  contingent  re- 
mainder, will  not  suffice  to  support  the  contingent  remainder. 
( Vide  infra,  p.  109.) 

Rule  3. — ^Any  similar  limitation  of  an  estate  of  free- 
hold in  any  incorporeal  hereditament,  already  in  esse 
at  the  time  of  the  limitation,  is  void  in  its  inception. 
(1  Prest.  Est.  217.) 

This  rule  points  out  the  distinction  between  the  creation  de 
now  of  incorporeal  hereditaments,  and  subsequent  dealings  with 
them  when  they  have  been  created.  The  grantor,  who  limits 
de  novo  a  rent-charge  in  fee  simple  out  of  his  lands,  is  not  bound 
by  the  foregoing  rule ;  but  it  binds  the  grantee,  in  regard  to 
any  conveyance,  or  settlement,  which  he  may  subsequently 
make  of  the  rent-charge. 

In  respect  to  some  incorporeal  hereditaments,  such  as  a  rent- 
oharge,  this  rule  seems  rather  to  have  been  imposed  by  analogy, 
and  in  order  to  secure  imiformity  in  the  law,  than  from  any 
direct  reason;  for  it  is  evident  that  the  abeyance  of  a  rent- 
charge  has  no  tendency  to  put  in  abeyance  the  seisin  of  the  land 
out  of  which  it  issues,  and  the  terre-tenant  would  always  be 
available  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  an  action  to  recover  the 
rent  on  the  part  of  any  person  who  conceived  himself  to  have  a 
claim  thereto,  and  would  be  the  proper  person  against  whom  to 
bring  it.  But  in  respect  to  certain  other  incorporeal  heredita- 
ments, such  as  an  advowson  in  gross,  the  analogy  of  the  reason 
against  abeyance  of  the  seisin  of  the  land  holds  good;  for 
during  an  abeyance  of  the  seisin  of  the  advowson,  the  claimant 
would  have  no  one  against  whom  to  bring  his  action.    If  a 


102  ON  ESTATES  IN  GENERAL. 

usurper  had  presented  to  the  benefice,  and  his  derk  had  been 

admitted  and  instituted,  the  rightful  patron  would  have  been 

without  remedy,  so  long  as  the  abeyance,  if  permitted  to  exist, 

had  continued. 

• 
Limitatdons         When  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  as  a  rent-charge,  is  created 

within  the       de  novo^  it  may  be  limited  to  commence  at  a  future  time  ;  and 

®*  such  future  time  may  either  be  a  specified  time,  or  it  may  be 

ascertainable  by  the  happening  of  a  contingency.     (See  Plowd. 

156,  where  the  authorities  are  collected  in  the  margin,  note  c. 

See  also.  Case  of  Sutfon^s  Hospital,  10  Eep.  23,  at  p.  27  b.) 

Rule  4. — ^No  estate  of  freehold,  whether  in  corporeal 
hereditaments,  or  in  incorporeal  hereditaments  already 
in  essBy  can  be  limited,  or  caused,  to  exist  at  intervals 
only  and  not  continuously.  (The  Princess  Case^  8  Rep. 
14,  see  p.  17  a ;  Corhefs  Uase^  1  Rep.  83,  see  p.  87  a,  b ; 
Prest.  Shep.  T.  127;  19  Vin.  Abr.  ^M  =  Statute,  A.  2, 
pi.  6;  4  Com.  Dig.  5;  1  Prest.  Est.  218.)  This  rule 
applies  even  to  grants  by  the  Crown.  (17  Vin.  Abr. 
79,  pi.  5  =^  Prerogative  of  the  Kirig^  Gr.  b.  3,  pi.  6.) 

It  is  in  consequence  of  this  rule  that  a  determinable  fee  in 
lands,  limited  to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  being  peers  of  the  realm,  is 
absolutely  determined  by  any  separation  occurring  between  the 
peerage  and  the  heirship,  and  the  estate  will  not  revive  in  case 
the  peerage  and  the  heirship  should  subsequently  become  united 
in  the  same  person.     ( Vide  infra,  p.  228,  No.  1.) 

But  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  as  a  rent-charge,  may,  at 
its  creation,  be  limited  to  arise  and  fall  into  abeyance  or  extinc- 
tion by  alternate  intervals ;  just  as,  at  its  creation,  it  may  be 
limited  to  arise  after  the  expiration  of  a  specified  time.  {Rex  v. 
Keftipe,  Ld.  Raym.  49,  2  Salk.  465.) 

The  visitorship  of  a  college  is  suspended  during  a  temporary 
union  of  the  office  with  the  headship  of  the  college,  and  revives 
upon  a  severance.  {Rex  v.  Bishop  of  Chester,  2  Stra.  797.)  It 
seems  to  follow,  that  such  a  visitorship  might  be  limited,  upon 
its  creation,  by  way  of  desultory  limitation. 

Of  this  type  is  the  curious  limitation  mentioned  by  Lord 
Hale  in  note  6  on  Co.  Litt.  27  a : — "  The  hospital  of  Saint 
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Katharine  was  founded  bj  Queen  Eleanor,  wife  of  Hen.  3, 
reserving  the  patronage  sibi  et  reginis  AngJim  pro  tempore  existeti' 
tibtiSj  et  eo  titulo  regina  Philippa  uxor  E.  3,  hahet  patronatum.** 
Such  limitations  are  sometimes  styled  desultory  limitations.  See  Desultoiy 
the  ease  of  Atkins  v.  Mountagucy  1  Ch.  Ca.  214,  in  which  this 
limitation  was  held  to  be  good.  It  was  from  this  case  that 
Lord  Hale  derived  the  above  cited  note. 

Not  only  may  a  lease  for  years  be  limited  at  its  creation  so  as 
to  commence  in  futuro^  or  to  fall  into  abeyance  at  one  time  and 
to  revive  at  another  time ;  but  also,  after  its  creation,  it  may  be 
avoided  by  one  person,  being  entitled  to  the  reversion  pro  temporey 
and  may  afterwards  revive  as  against  another.  (2  Prest.  Conv. 
142,  and  the  Earl  of  Bedford^ %  CaaCy  7  Rep.  7,  there  cited.  See 
also  the  2nd  resolution  in  Matthew  Manning^ a  Casey  8  Bep.  94,  at 
p.  95  b.)  For  example,  if  A,  B,  and  C  are  successively  tenants 
for  life,  and  A  and  C  concur  in  making  a  lease  (at  common  law, 
not  under  the  powers  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts)  for  1,000  years, 
this  is  not  binding  upon  B,  who,  if  he  should  survive  A,  may 
therefore  repudiate  it ;  but  it  will  afterwards  revive  as  against 
0,  if  he  should  survive  B. 

The  above  dted  case  of  Atkins  v.  Mountaguey  1  Ch.  Ca.  214,  is  Remarks 
supported  by  the  authority  of  Lord  Hale.  Yet  it  has  some  ^^^^^ounu^ue. 
features  which  prevent  it  from  being  regarded  with  unmixed 
satisfaction.  Desultory  limitations  made  upon  the  creation 
de  novo  of  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  are  not  unknown  to 
the  law ;  but  the  other  authorities,  unlike  Atkins  v.  Mountaguey 
seem  to  assume  that  a  limitation  of  this  kind  must  be  such 
that,  if  it  had  not  been  desultory,  it  would  have  been  the 
limitation  of  a  fee.  In  the  present  case,  the  limitation  was  in 
favour  of  a  merely  arbitrary  series  of  persons  who  are  capable, 
indeed,  of  being  iatelligibly  described,  but  are  not  connected 
together  in  any  of  those  ways  which  are  requisite  to  the  limita- 
tion of  a  fee.  Though  for  some  purposes  the  Queen  Consort  is 
in  law  a  feme  sole  (Co.  Ldtt.  3  a ;  ibid.  133  a),  yet  there  seems  to 
be  no  authority  for  saying  that  she  is  a  corporation  sole.  Nor 
could  Lord  Hale  have  supposed  that  the  Queen  Consort  is  a 
corporation  sole;  for  he  expressly  laid  it  down,  that  such  a 
limitation  of  an  advowson  in  esse  would  be  bad ;  whereas,  if 
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the  Queen  Consort  were  a  corporation  sole,  there  could  be  no 
more  harm  in  the  limitation  of  an  advowson  to  her  and  her 
successors,  than  in  its  limitation  to  a  bishop  and  his  successors. 
The  successive  Queens  Consort,  being  neither  the  successors  of  a 
corporation  sole  nor  the  heirs  of  any  specified  person  or  persons, 
are  not  a  proper  subject  for  the  limitation  of  a  fee ;  and  it  would 
be  difiicult  to  defend  the  principle  of  the  above  cited  decision, 
without  maintaining  that  a  similar  desultory  limitation  might 
lawfully  be  made  in  favour  of  any  arbitrary  series  of  persons 
who  are  capable  of  being  intelligibly  described. 


Descent  of 
peerage 
arooDg  co- 
parceners. 


In  a  similar  manner,  a  peerage,  if  descendible  to  females,  will, 
by  act  of  law,  fall  into  abeyance  upon  a  descent  among  co- 
parceners. The  crown  enjoys  the  undoubted  prerogative,  to 
revive  any  such  dormant  peerage  in  favour  of  any  one  of  the 
persons  among  whom,  for  the  time  being,  the  right  is  distributed. 
(Co.  Litt.  165  a,  and  Harg.  notes  6,  7,  thereon.) 


Offices  held 
in  ^^nd 
serjeanty. 


An  office  of  hoDOur,  held  by  what,  previously  to  12  Car.  2, 
c.  24,  was  tenure  in  grand  serjeanty,  does  not  fall  into  abeyance 
among  coparceners ;  but  how,  upon  such  a  descent,  it  should  be 
exercised,  has  been  a  matter  of  doubt.  Lord  Coke  thought,  that 
the  husband  of  the  eldest  coparcener  was  entitled,  as  of  right. 
But  it  seems  now  to  be  settled,  that  such  office  must  be 
exercised  by  a  deputy  appointed  by  all  the  coparceners,  such 
deputy  not  being  below  the  degree  of  a  knight,  and  being 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  crown.  (Harg.  n.  8  on  Co. 
Litt.  16S  a.)  On  the  appointment  of  deputies  in  lieu  of  persons 
for  any  cause  disqualified,  see  Co.  Litt.  107  b. 


Rule  5. — ^If  in  a  deed  there  are  two  limitations, 
one  to  an  unborn  person  and  the  other  (by  purchase) 
to  any  issue  of  such  unborn  person,  the  second  limita- 
tion is  void.  And  all  limitations  subsequent  to  such 
void  limitation  are  also  void.  (2  Prest.  Abst.  114, 
115  ;  Feame,  Cont.  Rem.  502,  and  Posth.  Works,  215 ; 
Brudenell  v.  Elwes^  1  East,  442,  at  p.  453 ;  Monypenny 
V.  Dering,  2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  145,  at  p.  170 ;  Hay  v. 
Earl  of  Coventry,  3  T.  R.  83,  at  p.  86.)     If  in  a  will 


RULES  OP  LIMITATION  AT  COMMON  LAW.  105 

there  are  two  such  limitations,  the  prior  limitation 
(whether  it  be  executed,  or  executory)  may  be  con- 
strued as  a  limitation  in  tail,  provided  that  such  a 
limitation  would,  if  not  barred,  carry  the  estate  by 
descent  to  the  issue  specified  in  the  second  limitation. 
(2  Prest.  Abst.  166 ;  Butl.  note  on  Feame,  Cont.  Rem. 
204 ;  Parfitt  v.  Hemher,  L.  R.  4  Eq.  443 ;  Forshrook  v. 
Forshrook^  L.  R.  3  Ch.  93.) 

It  is  clear  from  the  above  cited  authorities,  that  a  Umitation, 
in  a  deed,  to  an  unborn  person  for  life  is  good;  and  that  a 
remainder  may  be  limited  upon  such  life  estate,  though  not  to 
the  issue  of  such  tenant  for  life. 

The  construction  of  a  prior  life  estate  in  a  will  as  an  estate  Cy  prU 
tail,  is  made  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  apparent  intention 
of  the  testator,  so  far  as  the  rules  of  law  will  permit ;  and  it  is 
therefore  commonly  referred  to  as  the  cy  prh  doctrine.  The 
quality  of  the  estate  tail  is  regulated  by  the  quality  of  the  issue 
who  are  the  subjects  of  the  second  limitation.  The  doctrine  is 
not  likely  to  be  extended.     (Butl.  uhi  supra,) 

This  rule  is  independent  of,  and  in  addition  to,  the  rule 
against  perpetuities;  so  that  any  limitation  of  a  legal  estate 
which  contravenes  the  rule,  is  void,  although  such  limitation 
may  not  be  obnoxious  to  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  ( Whitby 
V.  Mitchell,  44  Ch.  D.  85.) 

Rule  6. — The  limitation  of  a  remainder  to  a  cor- 
poration not  in  esscy  or  to  the  right  heirs,  as  purchasers, 
of  a  person  not  in  esse^  is  void.  {Cholmleifs  Case^  2 
Rep.  50,  at  p.  61  a,  b;  2  BL  Com.  170 ;  Feame,  Cont. 
Rem.  250,  251.) 

The  authorities  declare  that  such  a  limitation  is  void  in  its 
inception,  even  though  a  corporation  answering  to  the  descrip- 
tion should  be  created,  during  the  continuance  of  the  precedent 
particular  estate ;  or  though  a  person  answering  to  the  descrip- 
tion should  come  into  being,  and  leave  an  heir  at  the  time  when 
the  estate  to  arise  under  the  limitation  would  fall  into  possession : 
wherein  it  differs  from  the  limitation  of  a  contingent  remainder 
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to  the  heirs  (though  not  yet  in  being)  of  a  person  in  esaey  or  to 
the  nnbom  son  of  a  person  in  esse.     ( Vide  infra^  p.  120.) 


The  maxim 
against 
doable 
possibilities. 


This  rule,  as  well  as  the  foregoing,  is  avowedly  founded 
upon  the  maxim,  that  the  law  will  not  contemplate  a  double 
possibility,  or  a  possibility  upon  a  possibility.  (Co.  litt.  26  b ; 
ibid.  184  a ;  1  Bep.  156  b ;  10  £ep.  50  b.)  This  maxim  has 
certainly  been  applied  with  very  little  consistency.  Shortly 
before  insisting  upon  it,  Lord  Coke  states  that  a  limitation  in 
special  tail  to  a  married  man  and  a  married  woman  (other  than 
his  wife)  is  good,  upon  the  ground  that  the  wife  of  the  man 
might  die  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  husband  of  the  woman  in  her 
lifetime,  whereupon  the  marriage  of  the  donees  might  ensue : 
though  this  hypothesLs  has  mightily  the  aspect  of  a  triple  (not 
to  say  a  quadiniple)  possibility.     (See  Co.  litt.  25  b.) 

The  maxim  against  double  possibilities  has  been  questioned 
by  Lord  Nottingham.  {Buke  of  NorfolKs  Case^  3  Ch.  Ca.  1,  at 
p.  29.)  It  does  not  clearly  appear  whether  he  meant  to  ques- 
tion the  maxim  altogether,  or  only  the  particular  application  of 
it  (by  Popham)  above  cited,  at  1  Eep.  166  b.  His  remarks,  at 
all  events,  only  go  to  show,  not  that  the  instances  alleged  by 
Lord  Coke  are  wrong,  but  that  the  maxim  probably  means 
something  different  eveiy  time  it  is  cited.  Though  the  maxim 
may  be  of  such  vague  import,  that  it  could  not  safely  be  relied 
upon  for  any  new  inference,  yet  there  is  not  much  reason  to 
doubt  that  the  above-stated  rule  would  be  enforced,  if  the 
occasion  should  arise;  seeing  that  it  only  affirms  the  natural 
tendency  of  the  courts,  which  leans  strongly  against  the  validity 
of  remote  and  unusual  limitations. 

The  maxim  against  double  possibilities,  when  rightly  viewed, 
is  nothing  worse  than  a  somewhat  clumsy  restriction  upon  the 
remoteness  of  legal  limitations;  and  some  of  the  criticisms 
which  have  been  passed  upon  it  are  much  more  foolish  than  the 
maxim  itself. 

If ,  as  in  the  older  authorities,  the  maxim  against  double 
possibilities  is  regarded  only  in  the  light  of  a  reason  to  support 
the  two  propositions  above  stated — (1)  that  a  limitation  to  the 
issue  of  an  imbom  person,  as  purchasers,  in  remainder  upon  an 
estate  for  life  to  that  person,  is  void ;  and  (2)  that  a  limitation 
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to  the  heirs  of  an  unborn  person,  as  purchasers,  is  void — ^its 
validity  is  unimpeachable,  and  has  been  expressly  allowed  by 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  the  above  cited  case  of  Whitby  v. 
Mitctielly  44  Ch.  D.  85.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  we  may 
treat  the  maxim  as  being  itself  a  rule,  and  therefore  as  for- 
bidding every  limitation  in  which  an  ingenious  person  can 
detect  what' he  calls  a  double  possibility.  Lord  Justice  (then 
Mr.  Justice)  Kay  went  a  good  length  in  this  direction  in  the 
case  of  Re  Frost,  Bmt  v.  Frost,  43  Ch.  D.  246.  But  this  novel 
proposal  ought  not  to  be  imported  into  the  law,  without  more 
careful  consideration  than  it  appears  hitherto  to  have  received. 
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CHAPTEE  XII. 


CONTINGENT   REMAINDERS. 


As  has  above  been  remarked,  for  all  purposes  which  regard  the 
seisin,  a  term  of  years  is  not  properly  styled  a  particular  estate, 
because  it  does  not  in  any  way  aflFect  the  seisin,  under  the  next 
estate  of  freehold ;  and  similarly,  an  estate  of  freehold  cannot 
properly  be  said  to  subsist  in  remainder  upon  a  term  of  years, 
because  the  subsistence  of  the  term  does  not  prevent  the  vesting 
of  the  seisin  under  the  freehold  during  the  term.  But  the 
consecutive  relation  of  a  term  of  years  and  the  next  estate  of 
freehold,  when  they  are  contemporaneously  created,  bears  a 
marked  resemblance  to  the  relation  between  a  particular  estate 
properly  so  called  and  a  remainder  expectant  upon  it,  and  in 
view  of  this  relation  a  term  of  years  is  often  styled  a  particular 
estate,  and  the  next  estate  of  freehold  is  often  styled  a  re- 
mainder. These  explanations  are  here  repeated,  because  the 
facts  in  question  need  to  be  borne  in  mind  during  the  perusal 
of  the  next  following  paragraphs. 


Must  be  sup- 
ported by- 
estate  of 
freehold  in 
their  in- 
ception. 


The  particular  estate  preceding  a  vested  remainder  of  freehold 
may  be  a  term  of  years ;  and  in  that  case  the  seisin,  during  the 
continuance  of  the  term,  is  vested  in  the  remainderman.  ( Fide 
supra,  p.  70.)  But  the  particular  estate  preceding  a  contingent 
remainder  of  freehold  may  not  be  a  term  of  years ;  because  in 
such  case  the  seisin  would  not  be  vested,  but  would  be  in  abey- 
ance during  the  continuance  of  the  contingency.  {Ooodright  v. 
Cornishy  1  Salk.  226.)  Such  a  contingent  remainder  would  be 
void  in  its  inception,  for  want  (as  the  common  phrase  goes)  of  a 
sufficient  estate  of  freehold  to  support  it.  It  is  conceived  that 
this  is  stUl  the  law. 


Ezeoutory 
limitations 


But  Buoh  a  limitation,  though  void  as  a  remainder  at  common 
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law,  and  therefore  necessarily  void  if  contained  in  an  assurance  need  no 
which  takes  effect  only  by  the  common  law,  may  be  good  as  an 
executory  limitation,  if  contained  in  an  assurance  which  takes 
effect  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  or  in  a  will.  In  the  former 
case  it  will  be  a  springing  use,  and  in  the  latter  case  it  will  be 
an  executory  devise. 

For  the  same  reason,  every  contingent  remaindex*  of  freehold  Must  also,  by- 
must,  by  the  common  law,  be  supported  by  an  estate  of  freehold,  Uw,  be 
not  only  in  its  inception,  but  also  throughout  the  pending  of  the  ^S^g  the 
contingency;  because,  if  any  interval  had  been  permitted  to  contingency, 
exist  between  the  determination  of  the  precedent  estate*  and  the 
vesting  of  the  remainder,  the  immediate  freehold  would  have 
been  in  abeyance  during  such  interval.     Unless  the  remainder, 
by  the  happening  of  the  contingency,  becomes  vested,  either 
previously  to,  or  at  the  same  instant  with,  the  determination  of 
the  precedent  estate,  it  is  (by  the  common  law)  destroyed. 
But  this  liability  to  destruction  has  been  greatly  modified  by 
recent  legislation,  as  hereinafter  will  be  mentioned. 

The  precedent  estate  must  (it  would  seem)  be  created  by  the  The  precedent 

6st&tfi  mnfvfc 

same  instrument  as  the  contingent  remainder.  If  A  be  tenant  be  created 
for  life  with  remainder  in  fee  simple  to  B,  the  life  estate  of  A  ^J^^^^^^® 
would  not  (at  common  law)  support  contingent  remainders 
created  de  novo  out  of  B's  fee  simple.  Such  contingent  re- 
mainders will  require  a  new  precedent  estate,  created  at  the 
same  time  with  them  and  derived  out  of  the  same  fee  simple. 
(Feame,  Oont,  Bem.  301,  vii.)  But  the  cases  seem  only  to 
prove,  not  that  such  a  limitation  would  be  held  void,  but  that, 
in  order  to  establish  it,  it  would  be  construed  as  an  executory 
limitation.  The  same  doctrine  applies  to  copyholds;  see 
3rd  resolution  in  8nowe  v.  Cuttler^  1  Lev.  135. 

Any  determination  of   the    precedent   estate   pending  the  VariooB 
contingency  would  at  common  law  have  destroyed  the  re-  their 

dcstmotioD. 

*  The  phrasCi  precedent  estate,  may  oonyenieDtly  be  used  to  denote  a  vested 
particular  estate  of  freehold,  immediately  precedent,  in  the  order  of  limitation, 
to  a  contingent  remainder. 
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mainder,  whether  such  determination  were  due  to  the  natural 
expiration,  or  to  the  forfeiture,  surrender,  or  merger  of  the 
precedent  estate.  But  in  order  that  a  merger  of  the  precedent 
estate  in  a  subsequent  vested  remainder  of  inheritance,  should 
absolutely  destroy  the  contingent  remainder,  it  was  necessary 
that  the  merger  should  take  place  subsequently  to  the  creation 
of  the  precedent  estate.     ( Vide  infra^  p.  126.) 

The  word  failure  is  in  this  connection  more  strictly  proper 
to  be  used  than  the  word  deatmction^  but  the  use  of  the  latter 
word  is  common  and  convenient.  The  effect  of  the  destruction 
or  failure  of  a  contingent  remainder  is  to  accelerate  the  next 
vested  estate.     {Ooodright  v.  Cornish^  1  Salk.  226.) 


How  far  a 
devested 
estate  would 
support  a 
contingent 
remainder. 


Determination  of  the  precedent  estate  by  natural  expiration, 
or  by  forfeiture,  or  surrender,  or  (in  general)  by  merger,  is  an 
absolute  determination  of  such  precedent  estate.  A  contingent 
remainder  was  also  destroyed  at  common  law,  if  the  precedent 
estate,  instead  of  being  absolutely  determined,  was  turned  to  a 
right  of  action^  which  required  a  real  action  to  restore  its 
existence  as  an  estate.  If  the  precedent  estate  was  devested 
only  so  far  as  to  be  turned  to  a  right  of  entry ^  it  was  deemed  to 
be  still  sufficiently  in  existence  for  the  purpose  of  supporting 
contingent  remainders.  (Fearne,  Cont.  Eem.  287.)  Thus,  the 
disseisin  of  the  tenant  of  the  precedent  estate  would  not  alone 
have  sufficed  to  destroy  any  subsequent  contingent  remainders ; 
but  if,  by  a  descent  cast,  the  right  of  entry  of  the  disseisee  had 
been  tolled,  whereby  his  right  became  a  right  of  action,  the 
subsequent  contingent  remainders  would  have  been  destroyed. 
Hence  it  is  commonly  said,  that  a  right  of  entry  was  sufficient, 
at  common  law,  to  support  a  contingent  remainder,  but  that  a 
right  of  action  was  not. 


The  liabiHiy 
to  destruction 
is  independent 
of  the  mode 
in  whioh  the 
remainder 
arises. 


The  above  stated  rules,  that  eveiy  contingent  remainder  of 
freehold  must  in  its  inception  be  supported  by  a  precedent  estate 
of  freehold,  and  must  vest  at  a  time  not  later  than  the  deter- 
mination of  the  precedent  estate,  are  equally  applicable  to  all 
contingent  remainders,  whether  they  be  created  by  limitations 
taking  effect  by  the  common  law,  or  by  limitations  which  take 
effect  under  the  Statute  of  Uses.     (Feame,  Cont.  Bem.  284 ; 
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ibid,  324.)  And  also,  if  the  limitation  is  bj  devise.  {Mansell 
V.  Mamelly  2  P.  Wms.  678 ;  see  p.  682.)  It  was  assumed  in 
the  last  dted  case,  that  contingent  remamders  created  by  devise 
are  liable  to  destruction,  the  question  being,  whether  trustees 
who  had  concurred  to  destroy  them  were  guiltj  of  a  breach  of 
trust.  Their  liability  to  destruction  has  never  been  questioned. 
{Cunlijfe  v.  Brancker,  3  Ch.  D.  393.) 

The  last  preceding  paragraph  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
above  stated  proposition,  that  a  limitation  which  would  be  void 
in  its  inception  as  a  contingent  remainder,  may  be  good  as  an 
executory  limitation  if  contained  in  an  assurance  by  way  of  use 
or  in  a  will.  The  words  in  italics  are  emphatic.  If  the  limita- 
tion is,  in  its  inception,  capable  of  taking  effect  as  a  remainder, 
it  will  be  construed  as  a  remainder,  under  whatever  kind  of 
assurance  it  may  arise.  (Vide  infra,  pp.  112,  113.)  And  if  it 
has  once  taken  effect  as  a  remainder,  it  cannot  afterwards  be 
construed  as  an  executory  limitation,  in  order  to  preserve  it  from 
a.subsequent  liability  to  destruction. 

The  foregoing  rules  were  not  applicable  to  contingent  re-  Equitable 
mainders  limited  out  of  an  equitable  fee,  when  the  legal  fee  was  ^mai^^ 
conveyed  to  trustees  by  the  same  instrument.  (Feame,  Cont.  Sestoa^on* 
Eem.  304,  305 ;  ibid.  321 ;  Berry  v.  Berry,  7  Oh.  D.  657 ; 
Abbiss  V.  Btirney,  17  Ch.  D.  211,  at  p.  229 ;  Marshall  v.  CHngell, 
21  Ch.  D.  790.)  Nor  were  they  applicable  to  contingent  re- 
mainders limited  out  of  an  equity  of  redemption,  the  legal  estate 
being  in  a  mortgagee.  (Astley  v.  Micklethwait,  15  Ch.  D.  59.) 
In  all  such  cases,  neither  a  premature  determination  of  the  pre- 
cedent estate,  nor  its  natural  expiration,  before  the  vesting  of 
the  contingent  remainder,  would  have  hindered  the  latter  from 
subsequently  vesting.  It  is  conceived  that  the  principle  of  the 
last  cited  case  extends  also  to  contingent  remainders  limited  out 
of  an  equitable  fee  not  created  by  the  same  instrument :  a  case 
which  seems  never  to  have  been  expressly  decided.  And  an 
equitable  contingent  remainder,  even  though  created  before  the 
coming  into  operation  of  the  40  &  41  Yict.  c.  33,  is  not  rendered 
liable  to  destruction  by  getting  in  the  outstanding  legal  estate. 
(Re  Freme,  Frenie  v.  Logan,  [1891]  3  Ch.  167.) 
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Copyholds.  Ill  the  case  of  copyholds,  it  is  well  settled  that  a  premature 

determination,  otherwise  than  by  natural  expiration,  of  the  pre- 
cedent estate,  would  not  have  hindered  a  contingent  remainder 
from  subsequently  vesting.  (Peame,  Cont.  Eem.  319,  320 ; 
Doe  V.  Martin^  4  T.  E.  39,  at  p.  64 ;  Roe  v.  Briggs^  16  East, 
406,  at  p.  413.)  But  in  the  above  cited  passage  of  Peame,  it  is 
laid  down,  that  if  the  precedent  estate  had  determined  by 
regular  expiration  pending  the  contingency,  the  contingent 
remainder  would  at  common  law  have  been  destroyed. 

Effect  of  the        If  a  particular  estate  and  any  remainder  or  remainders  be 

enfranchise- 

ment  of  copy-  Subsisting  in  copyholds,  and  the  copyholds  are  enfiranchised  by 
a  conveyance,  purporting  to  be  in  fee  simple,  from  the  lord  to 
the  tenant  of  the  particular  estate,  the  enfranchisement  will 
enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  remaindermen,  whose  estates  will 
thenceforward  become  freehold.  But  their  estates,  if  contingent 
remainders,  will  lose  the  protection  from  destruction  which  they 
enjoyed  so  long  as  the  freehold  was  in  the  lord.  {Roe  v.  Briggs^ 
16  East,  406.) 

For  some  further  discussion  of  the  particular  circumstances, 
under  which  a  contingent  remainder  of  freehold  is  liable  to 
How  far  destruction  at  common  law,  vide  infra^  p.  124.     The  liability  to 

destru^ion  destruction  by  reason  of  the  forfeiture,  surrender,  or  merger, 
still  exists.  ^{  ^^  precedent  estate,  or  by  reason  of  its  being  turned  to  a 
mere  right,  has  been,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  abolished  by 
statute.  For  a  long  time  before  its  express  abolition,  it  had 
been  to  a  great  extent  practically  counteracted,  by  the  introduc- 
tion into  settlements  of  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remain- 
ders. The  liability  to  destruction  by  reason  of  the  natural 
expiration  of  the  precedent  estate  pending  the  contingency  has 
been  greatly  mitigated ;  but  it  still  affects  contingent  remainders 
created  by  instruments  executed  on  or  before  the  2nd  August, 
1877,  and  contingent  remainders  which  do  not  conform  to  the 
rules  regulating  the  limitation  of  executory  interests.  {Vide 
infra^  p.  130.) 

No  limitation       jj^  oonstruinff  all  instruments  under  which  executory  interests 

isconstroed  ° 


are 
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may  arisen  whether  mils  or  conveyances  to  uses,  it  has  long  as  executory 
been  the  settled  rule,  that  no  limitation  which  is  capable  of  take  effect  aa 
taking  effect  at  the  common  law  shall  be  construed  to  take  effect 
as  an  executory  limitation;  and  therefore,  that  no  limitation 
shall  be  construed  as  an  executory  limitation  which  would  be 
good  in  its  inception  as  a  remainder.  (2  Prest.  Abst.  153, 154.) 
The  fact  that  a  limitation  may,  in  the  common  course  of  things, 
possibly,  or  even  probably,  fail,  if  construed  as  a  remainder, 
under  the  rules  regulating  the  vesting  of  contingent  remainders, 
will  not  exempt  it  from  this  rule  of  construction.  (Feame, 
Cont.  Eem.  395;  see  also  ibid.  386;  Smith  on  Executory 
Interests,  p.  71,  and  cases  there  cited.) 

But  a  legal  remainder  cannot  be  subsequent  to  an  executory  All  limita- 

liioiiB  8til)fie* 

limitation.  (Feame,  Cont.  Eem.  503,  v.)  This  seems  to  follow  quent  to  an 
inevitably  from  first  principles.  A  remainder,  being  a  legal  u^toti^ 
limitation,  could  not  possibly,  by  the  rules  of  law,  subsist  as  a  executory, 
remainder  in  expectancy  upon  a  limitation  which  itself  violates 
the  rules  of  legal  limitations.  But  nothing  hinders  an  executory 
limitation  from  being  subsequent  to  a  legal  remainder.  And 
though  the  whole  of  a  series  of  limitations,  if  subsequent  to  an 
executory  limitation,  must,  in  their  inception,  be  executory 
limitations,  yet,  if  the  first  executory  limitation  should  after- 
wards become  vested,  then,  if  the  subsequent  limitations  are 
such  that  they  are  inter  se  capable  of  being  related  as  particular 
estate  and  remainder,  they  are  usually  styled  by  those  names, 
and  they  possess  the  essential  characteristics  of  particular  estate 
and  remainder,  although  in  their  inception,  since  they  would 
have  been  void  at  the  common  law,  they  were  executory  limita- 
tions. For  example,  a  settlor  might  limit  lands  to  the  use  of 
himself  and  his  heirs  until  his  marriage,  and,  after  his  marriage, 
to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  the  use  of 
his  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over. 
Here,  since  the  limitations  commence  with  a  fee,  all  the  subse- 
quent limitations  must  be  executory.  Nevertheless,  if  the 
marriage  should  in  fact  take  place,  nobody  would  scruple  to  say 
that  the  settlor  was  then  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  (con- 
tingent, until  the  birth  of  a  son)  to  his  eldest  son  in  tail  male ; 
and   their  respective  estates  would  possess  all  the  essential 

C.K.P.  1 
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charaoteristios  of  an  estate  for  life  and  a  contingent  remainder* 
This  usage  is  in  aooordance  with  the  praotioe  of  the  best  autho- 
rities. For  an  example,  see  Feame,  Cont.  Bern.  459,  where  he 
speaks  of  '^  a  limitation  after  an  executory  devise  in  tail  being 
so  limited  as  to  take  effect,  either  in  lieu  of  the  preceding 
executory  devise,  if  that  failed,  or  ehe  as  a  remainder  upon  it^  if 
that  took  effectP 

Application         If  the  limitation  is  in  favour  of  a  class,  as  to  some  of  whom 

of  the  rule 

to  a  class.  it  wiU  be  good  in  its  inception  if  construed  as  a  contingent  re- 
mainder, while  as  to  others  it  fails  in  its  inception  if  construed 
as  a  contingent  remainder,  and  can  take  effect,  if  at  all,  only  as 
an  executory  limitation,  this  will  not  generally  suffice  to  exempt 
the  limitation  from  the  above-stated  rule ;  and  the  limitation 
will  take  effect  as  a  contingent  remainder  in  favour  of  those 
members  of  the  dass  as  to  whom  it  is  good  in  its  inception,  and 
will  fail  as  to  the  others.  {Feding  v.  Allen,  12  M.  &  W.  279, 
at  p.  301 ;  Rhodes  v.  Whitehead,  2  Dr.  &  Sm.  632 ;  Braclienhury 
SSok^M  V.  Oibbom,  2  Oh.  D.  417.)  But  in  a  will,  if  it  is  the  clearly 
to  a  dasa.  expressed  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  whole  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  class  shall  take,  this  will  enable  the  limitation  to 
be  construed  as  an  executory  devise,  in  order  to  let  in  those 
members  of  the  class  as  to  whom  it  would  have  necessarily  failed 
in  its  inception  if  construed  as  a  contingent  remainder.  {Re 
Lechmere  and  Lloyd,  18  Ch.  D.  524 ;  Miles  v.  Jairis,  24  Ch.  D. 
633  ;  Dean  v.  Bean,  [1891]  3  Ch.  150.)  The  importance  of  this 
distinction  is  much  lessened  by  the  recent  legislation,  whereby 
the  common  law  liability  of  contingent  remainders  to  be  de- 
stroyed has,  in  a  great  measure,  been  removed. 

In  Re  Lechmei-e  and  Lloyd,  Jessel,  M.  R.,  expressed  the 
opinion,  that  the  case  in  Brackeftbury  v.  Gibbons  ought  to  have 
been  distinguished  from  the  case  in  Rhodes  v.  Whitehead,  and 
that  it  did  not,  when  properly  considered,  come  within  the 
latter  principle,  but  rather  within  the  principle  laid  down  by 
himself  in  Re  Lechmei-e  and  Lloyd.  But  he  did  not  impugn  the 
principle  of  Rhodes  v.  Whitehead,  in  respect  to  the  cases  to 
which  it  is  applicable. 

General  All  contingent  remainders  have  this  common  characteristic^ 
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that  thej  depend  for  their  vestiiig  upon  the  happening  of  some  oharaoter- 
event,  which  is  suoh  that  by  possibility  it  may  happen  neither  "  ^" 
during  the  continuance  of  the  precedent  estate  nor  eo  instanti 
■with  the  latter's  determination.     (Feame,  Cent.  Rem.  9,  Butl. 
note  g,) 

For  a  succinct  statement  of  the  true  criterion  between  con- 
tingent estates  and  vested  estates,  see  p.  64,  Bupi^a. 

From  certain  motives  of  convenience,  contingent  remainders  Classifioatioii 
have  been  divided  by  Feame,  for  the  purpose  of  discussion,  into  F^^e.   ^ 
the  four  following  classes : — 

1.  Where  the  contingent  event  is  the  determination  of 
the  precedent  estate  in  one,  or  some  only,  out  of  several 
possible  ways ; 

2.  Where  the  contingent  event  is  an  event  which  may 
by  possibility  never  happen  at  all ; 

3.  Where  the  contingent  event  is  such  that  it  must 
happen  at  some  time,  but  possibly  not  imtil  after  the 
determination  of  the  precedent  estate ; 

4.  Where  the  contingent  event  is  the  coming  into 
being  of  a  person  not  yet  in  esse,  or  the  ascertainment  of 
a  person  not  yet  ascertained. 


JFYr*/  Class  of  Contingent  Remainders. 

A  contingent  remainder  is  of  the  first  class,  when  ^^  the  re-  I>eflnition. 
mainder  depends  entirely  on  a  contingent  determination  of  the 
preceding  estate  itself "  (Feame,  Cont.  Rem.  5) ;  that  is  to 
say,  when  the  precedent  estate  is  capable  of  being  determined 
in  more  than  one  way ;  but  the  remainder  is  so  limited  as  to 
become  vested  only  in  case  the  determination  shall  take  place  in 
one  specified  way,  or  in  some  only  out  of  several  specified  ways. 

For  example,  A  makes  a  feoffment  to  the  use  of  B  till  G  Example, 
returns  from  Rome,  and  after  such  return  of  Cio  the  use  of  D 
and  his  heirs.  (See  3  Rep.  20  a.)  By  this  limitation  B  takes 
by  implication  an  estate  for  his  own  life,  which  is  by  the  limita- 
tion made  determinable  upon  the  return  of  C.  This  estate  may, 
therefore,  determine  in  either  of  two  ways :  either  by  the  death 

i2 
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of  B  or  by  the  return  of  0.  But  it  is  only  in  the  event  of  the 
latter  determination  that  the  remainder  of  D  is  limited  to  take 
effect.  This  remainder,  pending  O's  return,  is  contingent; 
because  if  B's  estate  should  be  determined  by  B's  death  before 
the  return  of  0,  D  would  not  be  duly  qualified  by  virtue  of  the 
remainder  to  entetr  upon  the  possession. 

In  this  class  of  contingent  remainders,  the  remainder  can 
never  become  vested  during  the  continuance  of  the  particular 
estate,  because  the  event  which  is  to  vest  the  remainder  will 
also  determine  the  particular  estate.  The  remainder  can  only 
become  vested,  if  at  all,  eo  instantivnth  the  determination  of  the 
particular  estate.  Contingent  remainders  of  the  other  three 
classes  admit  of  becoming  vested  during  the  continuance  of  the 
particular  estate ;  except  certain  limitations  by  purchase  to  the 
heirs  of  a  living  person,  coming  under  the  fourth  class,  where 
such  person  takes  an  immediately  precedent  estate  for  his  own 
life.  Such  limitations  are  not  only  rare,  but  diflSicult  to  frame ; 
because  in  general  a  limitation  to  the  heirs,  subsequent  to  a 
limitation  for  life  to  the  ancestor,  does  not  take  effect  in  the 
heirs  by  purchase,  but,  under  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case,  by 
vesting  a  fee  in  the  ancestor.  But  a  limitation  to  A  for  life  and 
after  his  death  to  his  heir  (in  the  singular)  and  the  heirs  male 
of  the  body  of  such  heir,  would  give  an  estate  in  tail  male  by 
purchase  to  the  person  who,  at  A's  death,  could  show  himself  to 
be  his  heir  general.  This,  therefore,  afiPords  an  example  of  the 
kind  of  limitation  now  in  question. 

The  definition      The  definition  above  given  is  not,  as  it  stands,  entirely  satis- 

requires  *       factory.     Its  terms,  if  taken  literally,  seem  to  include  the  estate 

modification,    ^f  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  which,  both  upon 

principle  and  authority,  seems   more  properly  to  be  included 

among  vested  estates  than   among  contingent  estates.      This 

subject  is  further  considered  in/ray  p.  133. 

Second  Class  of  Contingent  Remainder's. 

Definition.  A  contingent  remainder  is  of  the  second  class,  when  the  hap- 

pening of  an  imcertain  event,  which  has  no  connection  with 
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the  determination  of  the  precedent  particular  estate,  and  is 
such  that  it  may  by  possibility  never  happen  at  aU,  is  by  the 
nature  of  the  limitation  to  precede  the  vesting  of  the  remainder. 
(Feame,  Oont.  Bem.  6.) 

For  example,  if  lands  be  limited  to  the  use  of  A  for  life,  Examples, 
remainder  to  the  use  of  B  for  life,  and  if  B  shall  die  in  the  life- 
time of  A  then  remainder  to  the  use  of  G  for  life,  or  in  tail,  or 
fee  simple.  Here  the  remainder  to  C  is  not  to  take  efPect  unless 
B  shall  die  in  the  lifetime  of  A ;  which  event  may  never  happen 
at  all,  for  though  B  must  die  some  day,  he  is  not  obliged  to  die 
in  the  lifetime  of  A  ;  and  accordingly,  so  long  as  B  is  living,  G 
is  not  duly  qualified  to  enter  upon  the  lands  by  virtue  of  his 
remainder,  and  the  remainder  is  therefore  contingent.  If  A 
should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  B,  the  prescribed  event  would 
thereby  be  made  impossible  ever  to  happen,  and  the  remainder 
to  G  would  never  be  capable  of  taking  effect.  As  a  second 
example,  suppose  lands  to  be  limited  to  the  use  of  A  for  life  or 
in  tail,  and  if  B  should  come  to  Westminster  Hall  on  a  specified 
day,  then  to  the  use  of  G  in  tail  or  in  fee  simple.  Here  also, 
imless  and  until  B  shall  have  come  to  Westminster  Hall  on 
the  specified  day,  G  is  not  duly  qualified  to  enter  upon  the  lands 
by  virtue  of  his  remainder,  and  the  remainder  is  therefore  con- 
tingent.    (Feame,  Gont.  Eem.  7,  8.) 

Third  Class  of  Contingent  Remainders. 

A  contingent   remainder  is  of  the  third  class  when  it  is  Befinitioiu 
Umited  to  take  effect  after  the  happening  of  an  event,  which  is 
such  that  it  must  necessarily  happen  at  some  time,  though  it 
may  by  possibility  not  happen  during  the  continuance  of  the 
precedent  particular  estate.     (Feaine,  Gont.  Bem.  8.) 

For  example,  if  lands  be  limited  to  the  use  of  A  for  life,  and  Examples, 
after  the  death  of  B  to  the  use  of  G  in  tail,  or  in  fee  simple. 
Here,  if  A  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  B,  G  would  not  be  duly 
qualified  to  enter  upon  the  lands  by  virtue  of  his  remainder,  and 
the  remainder  is  therefore  contingent. 

This  class  may  be  said  to  differ  from  the  second  class  in  two 
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respects ;  namely,  (1)  the  uncertain  event  is  not  an  event  which 
may  by  possibility  never  happen  at  all ;  and  consequently,  it 
does  not  admit  of  becoming  impossible  to  happen  during  the 
continuance  of  the  precedent  estate;  (2)  the  remainder  is  contin- 
gent only  by  reason  of  the  rule  of  law  which  defeats  a  remainder 
upon  the  occurrence  of  any  interval  of  time  between  the  deter- 
mination of  the  precedent  estate  and  the  vesting  of  the  remainder; 
whereas,  in  the  second  class,  the  happening  of  the  uncertain  event 
is  expressly  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  vesting  of  the 
remainder. 

Exception  from  the  Third  Class. 

piBtingoiBh-        There  is  a  certain  class  of  limitations  which,  though  in  form 
istio.  they  resemble  limitations  which  come  within  the  definition  of 

the  third  class  of  contingent  remainders,  have  been  decided  to 
be  vested  remainders.  Such  remainders,  being  vested,  do  not 
need  to  be  supported  by  a  precedent  estate  of  freehold,  but  may 
be  preceded  by  a  chattel  interest.  This  is,  in  fact,  their  dis- 
tinguishing charaoteristio. 

What  limita-  A  limitation  to  A  for  twenty-one  years,  if  B  should  so  long 
within  the  liv©>  Mid  after  the  death  of  B  to  0  in  tail,  or  in  fee  simple,  would 
exception.  -^  ^^  example  of  a  contingent  remainder  preceded  by  a  chattel 
interest.  This  remainder  maybe  regarded  as  being  of  the  same 
iype  as  the  third  class  of  contingent  remainders,  being  limited 
to  take  effect  after  an  event  which,  though  it  must  happen  at 
some  time,  may  by  possibility  not  happen  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  precedent  estate ;  and  Feame  treats  it  as  coming 
under  the  third  class.  But  it  admits,  at  least  equally  well,  of 
being  regarded  as  an  example  of  the  limitation  of  a  freehold  in 
futuro^  which  is  no  remainder  at  all;  namely,  as  being  the 
direct  limitation  of  an  estate  of  freehold  to  0,  without  any  pre- 
cedent estate  at  all,  (for  a  term  of  years  is  not  a  precedent 
estate,)  but  subject  to  the  contingency  of  B's  death  occurring 
before  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one  years.  Such  a  limita- 
tion, if  contained  in  an  assurance  at  the  common  law,  would 
therefore  be  void  in  its  inception,  as  purporting  to  create  a  free- 
hold infuturo.  But  if,  instead  of  being  a  term  only  of  twenty- 
one  years,  the  precedent  term  is  so  long  that  there  is  no  proba- 
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bility,  or  no  possibility,  that  B  will  be  living  at  the  time  of  its 
expiration,  it  is  not  true  that  the  event,  after  the  happening  of 
which  the  estate  limited  to  C  is  to  take  efPect,  may  by  possibility 
not  happen  during  the  continuanoe  of  the  term  of  years. 
Therefore  in  suoh  a  case  it  is  not  true  that  the  estate  of  0 
is  liable  to  any  contingency;  for  it  is  absurd  to  treat  the  happen- 
ing of  the  death  of  B  before  the  expiration  of  (say)  a  hundred 
years,  as  though  it  were  a  contingency ;  and  therefore  in  such  a 
case  the  words  '^  after  the  death  of  B  "  are  merely  equivalent  to 
the  words  "  after  the  determination  of  the  term."  It  follows 
that,  under  mch  ctrcunistafwes,  there  is  no  more  harm  in  a  limi- 
tation to  C  after  the  death  of  B  than  in  a  limitation  to  0,  after 
the  expiration  of  a  term  of  years;  which  latter  limitation, 
by  the  rule  in  Borastonh  Case^  3  Bep.  19,  is  imquestionably  a 
vested  estate.  It  has  accordingly  been  decided  that  limitations 
in  the  above  form,  when  the  term  of  years  is  so  long  as  to  give 
rise  to  a  vehement  presumption,  or  a  certainty,  that  it  will  not 
expire  during  a  life  then  in  being,  are  vested  estates.  (Feame, 
Cont.  Eem.  21.)  A  term  of  eighty  years,  or  upwards,  will 
suffice  for  this  purpose.  Such  a  limitation,  though  preceded 
only  by  a  chattel  interest,  is  therefore  good,  even  in  an  assur- 
ance at  the  common  law.  In  wills  and  assurances  by  way  of 
use,  such  limitations  may  be  good  qvAcunque  vidj  either  as 
remainders  or  as  executory  limitations. 

Gases  have  occurred  in  which  it  was  thought  to  be  material  The  case  of 
to  consider  the  application  of  this  doctrine,  although,  by  reason  s^^^7' 
that  the  limitation  was  contained  in  a  will,  there  might  be  no 
question  as  to  its  validity ;  because,  if  conformable  to  the  rule 
against  perpetuities,  it  would  be  valid  as  an  executory  devise,  if 
void  in  its  inception  as  a  quasi-remainder.  In  Beverley  v. 
Beverley y  2  Yem.  131,  a  testator  devised  lands  to  his  eldest  son 
for  the  term  of  sixty  years,  if  the  son  should  so  long  live,  and 
after  the  son's  decease  to  a  grandson  in  tail  male.  The  son  and 
grandson,  who  were  both  in  being  at  the  date  of  the  will,  after 
the  testator's  death  suffered  a  common  recovery.  Here  there 
was  no  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  limitation  to  the 
grandson,  but  it  was  urged  that  the  recovery  was  bad  for  want 
of  a  tenant  to  the  praecipe^  the  freehold  during  the  life  of  the 
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son  being  (ad  they  are  reported  to  have  said)  in  abeyance.  This 
was  a  strange  contention,  because  executory  devises,  which  in 
form  leave  the  freehold  undisposed  of,  are  held  good  upon  the 
very  ground  that  they  do  not  in  fact  place  the  freehold  in  abey- 
ance, but  leave  it  to  descend  in  the  meantime  to  the  heir  at  law. 
However,  it  appears  timt  in  this  case,  which  ia  veiy  badly  re- 
ported,  the  legal  estate  was  outstanding,  and  all  the  limitations 
were  therefore  equitable ;  so  that  the  court  had  no  difficulty  in 
holding  the  recovery  to  be  good  as  an  equitable  recovery.  But 
the  court  seems  to  have  thought  that  a  term  of  sixty  years  would 
not  be  long  enough  to  prevent  the  words,  "if  he  shall  die  during 
the  term,"  (which,  by  the  way,  did  not  occur  in  the  present  will,) 
from  importing  a  contingency. 


Definition. 


Fourth  Class  of  Contingent  Iter?iainders. 

A  contingent  remainder  is  of  the  fourth  class  when  it  is 
limited  to  a  person  not  ascertained,  or  not  in  being,  at  the  date 
of  the  limitation,  but  there  is  a  possibility  that  a  person  to 
satisfy  the  description  may  be  ascertained,  or  may  come  into 
being,  during  the  continuance  of  the  precedent  particular  estate. 
(Feame,  Cont.  Bem.  9.) 


Examples. 


For  example,  if  lands  be  limited  to  the  use  of  A  for  life, 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  right  heirs  of  J.  S.  who  is  at  that 
time  living ;  or,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  son  of  J.  8. 
who  at  that  time  has  no  son ;  or,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
last  survivor  of  several  living  persons.  In  all  these  cases  it  is 
evident  that  the  remainder  cannot  vest  until  the  ascertainment, 
or  coming  into  being,  of  a  person  to  satisfy  the  description  in 
the  limitation ;  and  in  the  case  of  limitations  to  the  heirs  of  a 
living  person,  such  ascertainment  can  only  take  place  upon  his 
death ;  because,  Ifetno  est  heres  vtventis. 

It  might  at  first  sight  be  thought  that  the  remainder  is  vested 
in  the  heir  presumptive  or  heir  apparent ;  but  as  the  heir  is,  by 
the  terms  of  the  limitation,  to  take  as  a  purchaser,  and  as  the 
purchaser  is  to  be  the  person  who  in  fact  comes  within  the 
description  of  heir,  it  is  clear  that  the  remainder  cannot  vest  in 
the  heir  presumptive  or  apparent  so  long  as  hia  heirship  remains 
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only  presumptiye  or  apparent,  because  such  a  person  may  not, 
in  fact,  ever  be  the  true  heir  at  all,  and  therefore  may  never 
be  qualified,  under  the  terms  of  the  limitation,  to  take  the 
estate  at  all. 


Exceptions  from  the  Fourth  Class, 

In  certain  cases,  a  limitation  of  a  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  a  Heir  as 
living  person,  as  purchasers,  occurring  in  a  will,  has  been  held  desi^ta. 
to  be  a  limitation,  not  to  the  heir  of  that  person  strictly  accord- 
ing to  the  legal  definition  of  an  heir,  but  to  his  then  living  heir 
apparent,  or  heir  presumptive.  If  the  limitation  had  been  to 
the  heir,  strictly  so  called,  of  the  living  person,  such  limitation 
would  have  created  a  contingent  remainder,  upon  the  principle 
of  the  maxim,  Nemo  est  heres  mventk.  But  in  the  oases  under 
consideration,  the  word  has  been  held  to  indicate  a  persona 
designata  then  in  being ;  which  person  is  accordingly  capable  of 
taking  a  vested  estate. 

In  the  case  of  Burchett  v.  Durdant,  2  Vent.  311,  Carth.  154, 
sub  notn.  Jatnes  v.  Richardson^  2  Lev.  232,  the  limitation  of  a 
remainder  "  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  B  now  living j*  was 
held  to  give  a  vested  remainder  to  the  then  heir  male  apparent 
of  the  body  of  B.  The  words  in  italics  obviously  supply  the 
grounds  of  this  decision. 

In  the  case  of  Darhison  v.  Beaumont^  1  P.  Wms.  229,  there 
was  a  limitation  in  a  will,  not  immediately  preceded  by  a  vested 
estate  of  freehold,  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  testator's 
aimt,  who  was  living,  and  had  three  sons  all  living,  at  the  date 
both  of  the  will  and  of  the  testator's  death ;  and  the  testator 
gave  a  pecuniary  legacy  to  his  said  aunt,  and  to  each  of  her  sons, 
thereby  taking  notice  of  the  fact  that  they  were  all  living.  This 
remainder,  if  construed  as  a  contingent  remainder,  to  the  heirs 
male  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  words,  being  preceded  by  no  vested 
estate  of  freehold,  would  have  been  void  in  its  inception ;  and 
even  if  not  void  in  its  inception,  it  would  have  been  void  in  the 
events  which  happened.  But  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  words  must  be  construed  to  give  a 
vested  estate  in  tail  male  to  the  eldest  son  of  the  testator's  aunt, 
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This  judgment,  having  been  reversed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
was  afterwards  restored  and  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
(3  Bro.  P.  0.  60.) 

Remarks  It  is  material  to  observe,  that  in  the  last  cited  case  the  limita- 

npon  Darbuon   . .         . - 

▼.  Beaumont     tion,  if  oonstrued  as  a  contingent  remainder,  would  have  been 

and  Ooodright         •ji**^-         ^<  ^        i        i*ji  i        i*i-i  ^ 

V.  White,  ^o^d  in  its  inception^  and  not  only  m  the  events  which  happened ; 
which  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  holding  that  it  was  an  executory 
devise ;  nor  does  there  seem  to  be  any  obstacle  in  the  way  of  its 
validity  as  an  executory  devise.  The  result  seems  to  be,  that  the 
question  really  at  issue  was  not  whether  the  limitation  should 
be  construed  as  a  contingent  or  as  a  vested  remainder,  but 
whether  the  limitation  should  enure  to  the  benefit  of  a  persona 
designata^  or  whether  it  should  wait  for  the  death  of  the  aunt  to 
ascertain  the  person  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it.  This  circum- 
stance does  not  seem  to  have  been  sufficiently  considered.  It 
has  a  very  important  bearing  upon  the  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  the  case.  If  the  validity  of  the  limitation  had  depended 
upon  its  being  construed  as  a  vested  remainder,  this  might  have 
afforded  a  strong  argument  in  favour  of  such  construction.  But 
since  the  limitation  seems  to  be  good  qu&cunque  vidy  as  an 
executory  devise,  if  not  as  a  vested  remainder,  this  argument  in 
favour  of  the  construction  adopted  seems  not  to  have  existed. 

The  same  remark  seems  also  to  apply  to  the  case  of  Good- 
right  V.  Whitey  2  W.  Bl.  1010,  which  is  cited  in  this  connection 
by  Feame.  (Feame,  Gont.  Rem.  212.)  In  that  case  a  testator 
devised  lands,  subject  to  certain  annuities,  to  his  daughter 
Margaret  for  two  years  from  his  decease,  with  remainder  to  his 
son  Richard,  if  then  living,  for  ninety-nine  years  if  he  so  long 
lived,  and  subject  to  such  ninety-nine  years  term  he  devised 
the  premises  to  his  son  Richard,  his  heirs  male,  and  to  the 
heirs  of  his  daughter  Margaret  jointly  and  equally,  to  hold 
to  the  heirs  male  of  Richard  lawfully  begotten,  and  to  the 
heirs  of  Margaret  jointly  and  equally,  and  their  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever.  After  the  death  of  Richard,  Margaret  entered 
upon  the  whole,  and  the  son  of  Richard  brought  ejectment  for 
the  whole.  Margaret  obtained  a  rule  to  defend  only  for  a 
moiety.  The  plaintiff  recovered  a  moiety  only,  apparently  upon 
the  ground  that  the  other  moiety  had  vested  in  the  heir  apparent 
of  Margaret  immediately  upon  the  testator's  death,  subject. 
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of  course,  to  the  annuities  and  the  terms  of  years.  Here  the 
limitation,  which  was  construed  as  a  vested  remainder  in  the 
heir  apparent  of  the  testator's  daughter  during  her  lifetime, 
would  have  been  yoid  in  its  inception  if  construed  as  a  contingent 
remainder,  and  was  therefore  capahle  of  being  construed  as 
an  ezecutoiy  devise. 

Feame  appears  to  have  adverted  to  the  distinction  above 
taken,  in  the  following  words : — "  We  may  observe,  however, 
that  there  was  not  one  of  the  last  noticed  cases,  in  which  the 
ancestor  took  the  legal  estate  of  freehold.  Those  cases  only 
operated  by  way  of  exception  to  the  rule.  Nemo  est  heres  viventis  ; 
and  consequently  made  that  a  vested  limitation  which  other- 
wise would,  according  to  that  maxim,  have  been  contingent." 
(Feame,  Cont.  Bem.  212.)  It  may  certainly  be  doubted, 
whether  the  point  attracted  as  much  attention  as  it  perhaps 
deserved.  The  language  both  of  the  counsel  and  of  the  judges 
strongly  suggests  the  conclusion,  that  they  thought  themselves 
obliged  to  choose  between  holding  the  limitation  to  be  vested, 
and  holding  it  to  be  void. 

Feame  also  treats  all  limitations  to  heirs,  or  heirs  of  the  Feame's 
body,  coming  within  the  Rule  in  Shelley's  Case,  as  being  excep-  to  theRule in 
tions  from  the  fourth  class  of  contingent  remainders.     That  c^^*" 
rule  embraces  all  limitations,  included  in  the  same  instrument, 
of  an  estate  of  freehold  to  an  ancestor,  followed  by  a  subsequent 
limitation  to  his  heirs,  whether  general  or  special.     It  is  the 
settled  rule  of  law  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  heirs, 
except  under  special  circumstances,  take  no  estate  at  all,  but  the 
limitation  apparently  made  to  them  coalesces  with  the  freehold 
previously  taken  by  the  ancestor,  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  him 
the  inheritance ;  such  inheritance  being  an  estate  tail,  or  a  fee 
simple,  accordingly  as  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  is  in  tail  or  in 
fee  simple.    In  such  limitations,  as  the  phrase  goes,  the  word 
heirs  is  used  only  as  a  u:ord  of  Umitationy  not  as  a  word  of 
purchase. 

Since  the  heirs  do  not,  under  these  limitations,  take  any 
estate  at  all,  it  seems  to  be  not  very  appropriate  to  treat  the 
limitations  to  them  as  being  exceptions  from  a  class  of  oontin- 
gent  remainders.   That  expression  seems  more  properly  to  denote 
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a  species  of  remainders  whioh,  seeming  to  be  contingent,  are  in 
fact  vested.  It  therefore  seems  to  be  the  more  appropriate 
course,  to  indicate  the  bearing  of  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  upon 
the  forms  of  limitation  appropriate  to  the  fourth  class  of  con- 
tingent remainders,  and  to  reserve  that  subject,  which  is  suffi- 
ciently complex,  for  a  separate  statement. 


Further  Remarks  on  the  Liability  to  Deati^dion, 

Diviflionof  The  causes,  or  methods,  of  the  destruction  of  contingent 

remainders  at  common  law,  may  conveniently  be  divided  into 
the  following  heads : — 

1.  Forfeiture; 

2.  Surrender; 

3.  Merger; 

4.  Tortious  alienation ; 

5.  Turning  to  a  right  of  action ;  and 

6.  Natural  expiration  of  the  precedent  estate. 

Of  these,  the  first  five  have  been,  either  directly  or  indirectly, 
wholly  abolished  by  statute;  but  a  knowledge  of  them  is 
required  in  order  to  imderstand  questions  which  may  arise 
during  the  examination  of  old  titles.  The  sixth  division  is  still 
a  matter  of  practical  importance. 

1.  Forfeiture.  By  the  common  law,  a  tenant  for  life  incurred  a  forfeiture 
of  his  estate  by  making  any  alienation  which  devested  the 
remainders  and  reversion  thereupon,  as  by  making  a  tortious 
feoffment  in  fee  simple  ;*  or  by  doing  anything  in  any  matter 
of  record  which  amounted  to  the  assertion  of  a  right  in  himself 
to  the  inheritance,  or  to  an  admission  of  a  like  right  in  a 
stranger,  as  by  levying  a  fine,  suffering  a  common  recovery,  or, 
in  a  genuine  action  of  recoveiy  founded  upon  an  adverse  title 
in  the  demandant,  by  joining  the  mi^e  on  the  mere  rights  that  is, 
by  presuming  to  defend  the  action  himself  instead,  as  was  his 

*  When  the  reyersion  or  remainder  was  in  the  king,  a  tortious  feoffment  did 
not  devest  the  king's  estate,  but  it  was  neyertheless  i^  forfeiture,  (Go.  Ldtt. 
261  b.) 
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duty,  of  "  praying  aid  "  from  the  remaindermaii.  The  various 
methods  by  which  a  forfeiture  might  be  thus  incurred  are 
enumerated  and  explained  in  Lord  Ooke's  comment  on  Litt. 
sect.  416.  Such  a  forfeiture  generally  gave  an  immediate  right 
of  entry  to  the  next  remainderman  having  a  vested  estate.  If 
such  a  forfeiture  had  been  incurred  by  the  tenant  of  the  pre- 
cedent estate,  an  entry  made  by  the  next  vested  remainderman 
would  at  common  law  have  destroyed  all  intermediate  con- 
tingent remainders.  (Feame,  Cont.  Eem.  323.)  But  since  an 
estate  of  freehold  cannot  be  defeated  without  an  entry  made  by 
the  person  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  the  forfeiture,  the 
forfeited  estate  would,  until  entry,  continue  to  subsist  and  to 
support  the  subsequent  contingent  remainders. 

If  the  tenant  of  the  precedent  estate  had  surrendered  his  2.  Surrender, 
estate  to  the  next  vested  remainderman,  *  such  remainderman 
having  an  estate  at  least  as  great  in  quantum  as  the  surrendered 
estate,  the  precedent  estate  would  have  been  destroyed  by  the 
surrender,  and  all  intervening  contingent  remainders  would  at 
common  law  have  been  destroyed  with  it.  (Peame,  Cont.  Eem. 
318 ;  and  Butl.  note  /,  at  p.  321.)  Unless  the  subsequent 
estate  was  an  estate  of  inheritance,  little  would  be  gained  by  the 
destruction  of  the  intervening  contingent  remainders.  But  if 
the  subsequent  estate  was  of  inheritance,  the  destruction  of  the 
intervening  contingent  estates  would  liberate  the  inheritance 
from  all  liability  to  be  postponed  to  them,  in  case  they  should 
ever  become  vested ;  and  thus  the  tenant  for  life  and  next  vested 
remainderman  could,  by  collusion,  absolutely  dispose  of  the 
inheritance  pending  the  contingency.  These  are  probably  the 
oases  referred  to  by  the  word  surrender  in  the  statute  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  106,  s.  8,  hereinafter  cited.  The  cases  there  referred  to  by 
the  word  merger  are  probably  those  discussed  in  the  next  follow- 
ing paragraph.  Upon  the  distinction  between  surrender  and 
merger,  see  p.  77,  supra. 

If  either  by  conveyance,  or  by  descent,  the  next  vested  estate  3.  Mei^er. 
of  inheritance  came  to  the  tenant  of  the  precedent  estate,  the 
precedent  estate  was  destroyed  by  merger,  and  all  intervening 
contingent  remainders  were  destroyed.     (Fearne,  Oont.  E^n. 
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1846,  is  prevented  by  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  4 ;  and  fines  and 
recoveries  were  abolished  by  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  s.  2. 
Thus  this  cause  of  the  destruction  of  contingent  remainders  has 
been  indirectly  removed  by  statute. 


5.  Turning 
of  precedeiit 
estate  to  a 
mere  light. 


The  methods  hitherto  considered,  by  which  contingent  re- 
mainders may  be  destroyed,  depend  upon  the  destruction  of  the 
precedent  estate,  in  such  a  sense  that,  after  its  destruction,  it  no 
longer  has  any  existence,  even  as  a  right  of  action  requiring  a 
real  action  for  its  recovery.  But  a  contingent  remainder  might 
equally  be  destroyed  if  the  precedent  estate,  instead  of  ceasing 
absolutely  to  exist,  was,  as  the  phrase  goes,  discontinued ^  by 
being  "  turned  to  a  right  of  action,*'  in  which  case  the  person 
entitled  by  virtue  of  the  estate,  though  he  still  retained  a  title, 
yet  could  only  enforce  that  title  by  bringing  a  real  action  against 
the  person  in  possession  and  obtaining  judgment. 

Thus,  if  the  precedent  estate  had  first  been  turned  to  a  right 
of  entry  by  the  diflaeisin  of  the  tenant,  and  this  right  of  entry 
had  been  subsequently  tolled,  or  turned  to  a  right  of  action,  by 
a  descent  cast  on  the  part  of  the  disseisor,  then,  if  the  latter 
event  took  place  pending  the  contingency,  any  contingent 
remainders  which  depended  for  their  existence  upon  the  pre- 
cedent estate,  would  have  been  destroyed.  This  is  commonly 
expressed  by  saying,  that  a  right  of  action  is  not  sufficient  to 
support  a  contingent  remainder.  (Feame,  Cont.  Eem.  286.) 
The  subject  contains  some  rather  intricate  learning,  upon  which, 
in  the  present  state  of  the  law,  it  is  not  necessary  to  enlarge. 


6.  Natural 
expiration 
of  precedent 
estate  pend- 
ing the 
contingenoy. 


The  principle 
extends  at  the 
common  law 
to  a  child  £» 
ventre  ea  mhe. 


For  the  purpose  of  taking  by  descent,  a  child  en  ventre  sa 
mere  has  always  been  regarded  as  standing  in  the  position  of  a 
child  in  esse;  and  it  seems  that  in  devises  of  lands  under  a 
special  custom,  before  the  Statutes  of  Wills,  a  devise  of  an 
immediate  freehold  to  an  infant  en  ventre  sa  mire  was  good. 
(3  Swanst.  at  p.  617.)  But,  by  devises  made  under  the  Statutes 
of  Wills,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  infant  could  take,  except  by 
way  of  remainder;  and  it  is  the  better  opinion  that  a  child  en 
ventre  sa  mhre  could  not,  at  the  common  law,  have  taken  by  virtue 
of  a  contingent  remainder,  if  the  precedent  estate  of  freehold  had 
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expired  before  his  birth.*  The  law  was  so  laid  down  by  the 
Courts  of  King's  Benoh  and  Common  Pleas,  in  the  case  of 
Reeve  v.  Longy  1  Salk.  227,  3  Lev.  408,  4  Mod.  282;  and 
though  this  judgment  was  afterwards  reversed  by  the  House  of 
Lords,  that  decision,  which  was  contrary  to  the  imanimous 
opinion  of  the  judges,  was  regarded  with  so  much  dissatisfac- 
tion, that  the  statute  mentioned  in  the  next  following  paragraph 
was  not  long  afterwards  passed  in  order  to  remove  all  doubt. 

The  statute  commonly  cited  as  10  &  11  Will.  3,  c.  16,  but  in  Statute  in 
the  Statutes  Eevised,  vol.  2,  p.  85,  given  as  10  Will.  3,  c.  20,  poathnmom 
enacts,  in  effect,  that  where  any  estate  then  already  was  or  <^^^^®"« 
should  thereafter,  by  any  marriage  or  other  settlement,  be 
limited  in  remainder,  either  in  favour  of  the  first  or  other  son 
or  sons  of  the  body  of  any  person  lawfully  begotten,  or  in 
favour  of  a  daughter  or  daughters  lawfully  begotten,  with  any 
remainder  over,  then  any  child  lawfully  begotten,  but  posthu- 
mously bom,  should,  by  virtue  of  such  settlement,  take  such 
estate  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  child  had  been  bom  in  the 
father's  lifetime. 

In  Reeve  v.  Long^  the  limitations  occurred  in  a  will,  and  this 
fact  may  have  been  relied  upon  by  the  House  of  Lords  as 
affording  ground  for  a  distinction.  It  is  said  that  the  language 
of  the  above-cited  statute,  which  seems  to  point  towards  settle- 
ments effected  by  deed,  was  due  to  their  reluctance  to  admit 
into  it  anything  which  might  seem  to  throw  doubt  upon  their 
dedsion  in  Reeve  v.  Long.     (Butl.  n.  3  on  Co.  litt.  298  a.) 

An  abortive  attempt  to  remedy  the  hardship  frequently  7&8T^ 
wrought  by  the  destruction  of  contingent  remainders  through 
the  natural  expiration  of  the  precedent  estate  pending  the  con- 
tingency, was  made  by  the  statute  7  &  8  Yict.  o.  76,  s.  8.  This 
section  was  lep^ed,  as  from  its  commencement  and  taking 
effect,  by  8  &  9  Vict.  o.  106,  s.  1. 


*  In  old  marriage  settlements  of  the  striot  type,  before  the  statute  of  Will.  3 
referred  to  in  the  next  following  paragraph,  a  limitation  was  inserted  to  the 
(intended)  wife  enceinte  at  the  death  of  the  hosband,  and  her  assigns,  nntU  the 
birth  of  one  or  more  posthumoos  sons.  (Booth's  Opinion,  dated  1761,  printed  at 
end  of  Prest.  Shep.  T.,  p.  629.) 

C.R.P.  K 
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Statatory 
proteotion 
of  certain 
oontmgent 
remainders. 


The  statute  40  &  41  Yict,  o.  33,  enacts,  that  every  oontin- 
gent  remainder  created  by  any  instrument  executed  after  2nd 
August,  1877,  or  by  any  will  or  codicil  revived  or  republished 
by  any  will  or  codicil  executed  after  that  date,  in  tenements  or 
hereditaments  of  any  tenure,  which  would  have  been  valid  as  a 
springing  or  shifting  use,  or  executory  devise,  or  other  Hmita- 
tion,  had  it  not  had  a  sufficient  estate  to  support  it  as  a  contin- 
gent remainder,  shall,  in  the  event  of  the  particular  estate 
determining  before  the  contingent  remainder  vests,  be  capable 
of  taking  effect  in  all  respects  as  if  the  contingent  remainder 
had  originally  been  created  as  a  springing  or  shifting  use,  or 
executory  devise,  or  other  executory  limitation. 

This  Act  is  generally  believed  to  have  been  passed  in  con- 
sequence of  the  observations  made  by  the  judges,  in  the  case  of 
Cunliffe  v.  Brancker,  3  Oh.  D.  393, 


What 
contingent 
remainders 
are  stiU 
liable  to 
destrootion. 


It  will  be  seen  that  the  common  law  doctrine  of  the  destruc- 
tion of  contingent  remainders  by  the  natural  expiration  of  the 
precedent  estate  pending  the  contingency,  is  by  no  means 
obsolete ;  since  it  still  applies  (1)  to  all  contingent  remainders 
created  by  any  deed  executed  on  or  before  2nd  August,  1877, 
or  by  any  will  executed  before  that  date  and  not  subsequently 
revived  or  republished ;  and  (2)  to  all  contingent  remainders, 
whenever  created,  which  do  not  conform  to  the  rules  regulating 
the  creation  of  executory  interests. 


Immmiity 
from  destmo- 
tion  implies 
subjection  to 
role  against 
perpetuities 


Legal  contingent  remainders  which  are  protected  from  destruc- 
tion by  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  33,  must  therefore  conform  to  the  rule 
against  perpetuities.  And  this  doctrine  applies  also  to  contin- 
gent remainders  which  are  protected  from  destruction  by  reason 
that  the  legal  estate  is  outstanding  in  trustees  or  mortgagees. 
{Abbi8%  V.  Burnef/y  17  Gh.  D.  211.)  As  to  the  immunity  from 
destruction  of  the  last-mentioned  contingent  remainders,  see 
p.  Ill,  mpra. 


Their  origin 
and  nature. 


Tfntstees  to  preserve  Contingent  Remainders. 

The  liability  of  contingent  remainders  to  be  destroyed  by  the 
premature  determination  of  the  precedent  estate, — that  is,  by  its 
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detenxiinatioii  otherwise  than  by  natural  expiration, — led  to  the 
invention  of  tnistees  to  preset^e  contingent  remainders.  An  estate 
was  interposed  between  the  precedent  estate  and  the  contingent 
remainders,  intended  to  take  effect:  in  case  the  precedent  estate 
should  be  determined  by  any  means  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant 
thereof,  and  in  such  case  to  subsist  in  possession  during  the 
oontinuance  of  the  residue  of  his  life.  These  limitations  were 
introduced  into  practice  in  the  seventeenth  century.  The 
common  form  of  them,  as  stated  by  Butler  (Feame,  Gont, 
Bem.  6,  note  d)  is  to  the  following  effect : — 

After  the  determination  of  the  precedent  estate,  by  forfeiture 
or  otherwise,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant.  To  the  use  of 
the  trustees  and  their  heirs  during  the  life  of  such  tenant, 
in  trust  for  him  and  to  preserve  the  contingent  re- 
mainders. 

.The  precedent  estate  contemplated  by  these  limitations  is  in 
general  an  estate  for  life,  though  it  might  by  possibility  be  an 
estate  tail ;  because  the  immediate  object  of  the  limitation  was 
in  general  the  preservation  of  the  contingent  remainders  im- 
mediately following  the  limitation ;  and  if  an  estate  tail  had 
preceded  these,  no  precautions  could  prevent  the  destruction  of 
any  subsequent  estates,  whether  contingent  or  vested,  at  the  will 
of  the  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  if  of  full  age.*  It  was  not 
necessary  that  the  limitation  should  expressly  refer  to  the 
possibility  of  the  destruction  of  the  estate  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  by  forfeiture  or  otherwise,  in  his  lifetime;  and  if  the 
limitation  was  merely  in  the  form  of  a  remainder  to  the  trustees 
and  their  heirs  during  the  life  of  the  precedent  tenant^  the  possi- 
bility that  such  a  premature  determination  might  occur  was 
sufficient,  without  express  reference  to  it.  This  was,  in  fact, 
the  actual  form  of  the  limitation  in  the  great  case  of  Domier 
V.  Parkhursty  hereinafter  cited.     In  that  case,  moreover,  the 

*  Bat  it  was  quite  proper,  before  8  &  9  Yiot.  o.  106,  to  insert  tnutees  to 
preeerye  oontmgent  remainders  after  an  estate  taU,  in  cases  wlieie  further  con- 
tingent renudnders  were  limited  after  the  estate  taU ;  heoaoaejm  egUite  tail  does 
not  necessarily  endure  for  longer  than  the  life  of  the  donee,  seeing  that  he  may 
die  withont  issne ;  and  as  he  might  also  die  without  haying  barred  the  entail, 
there  might  possibly  be  the  same  praotioal  need  for  the  trustees,  bat  the 
probability  was  of  oourse  mnoh  less. 

'  '   k2 
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preoedent  estate  was  not  an  estate  for  life,  but  a  term  of  years 
determinable  upon  the  dropping  of  a  life :  a  further  develop- 
ment of  the  doTioe  for  preserving  contingent  remainders,  upon 
which  some  remarks  will  be  made  shortly. 

The  following  form  is  given  in  Davidson,  4  Preo.  Oonv.  2nd  ed. 
833,  as  being  suitable  for  insertion  in  a  will,  in  any  case  in 
which,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  8, 
the  conveyancer  might  wish  to  insert  such  a  limitation : — 

From  and  after  the  determination  of  that  estate  by  any  means 
in  his  lifetime.  To  the  use  of  [trustees]  and  their  heirs 
during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life  whose  estate  shall 
so  determine.  In  trust  for  him  and  by  the  usual  ways 
and  means  to  preserve  the  contingent  remainders  expec- 
tant or  dependent  thereon. 

liimitatioiLB  TTpon  the  construction  of  such  limitations,  when  the  restric- 
and  their  ^ou,  "  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,"  was  omitted,  so 
hdrs  dmply.  j-j^^^  jj^^  limitation  was  to  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  simply, 
thus  assuming  the  form  of  a  limitation  in  fee  simple  instead  of 
a  limitation  pur  autre  vie,  see  Lewis  v.  Itees,  3  Eay  &  J.  132, 
and  the  cases  there  cited.  Such  an  omission  of  course  could 
occur  only  through  carelessness,  not  by  design.* 

How  these  Under  such  a  limitation  as  the  foregoing,  the  trustees  would 

preserved  the  evidently  take  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  ;  and  the  question,  whether 
'^"""^  ®"'  such  estate  is  vested  or  contingent,  is  the  only  question  that 
could  arise.  Then,  if  it  be  granted  that  this  estate  is  a  vested 
estate,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  tenant  of  the  precedent  estate 
could  not,  by  the  methods  above  enumerated,  destroy  the  con- 
tingent remainders  (because  they  were  not  the  immediate  re- 
mainders upon  his  own  estate)  without  the  concurrence  of  the 
trustees ;  and  the  courts  of  equity  treated  such  concurrence  on 
the  part  of  the  trustees  as  being  generally  a  breach  of  trust. 
(Feame,  Cont.  Bem.  326—328.)  By  consequence,  trustees  so 
concurring  were  personally  liable  for  any  damage  which  might 

*  The  result  seems  to  be,  that  in  g^end  the  trustees  would  take  a  fee  simple, 
and  that  aU  the  subsequent  limitations  would  be  equitable  onlj. 
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accrue  from  the  breaoli ;  and  any  person  taking  the  lands,  either 
as  a  volunteer,  or  as  a  purchaser  for  value  with  notice  of  the 
breach,  was  himself  bound  by  the  trust.  (See  Mamell  v.  Man^ 
Belly  2  P.  Wms.  678,  at  p.  681.)  But  under  special  circum- 
stances, the  court  would  permit,  or  even  order,  the  trustees  to 
concur  in  destroying  contingent  remainders.  (Basset  v.  Clap' 
ham,  1  P.  Wms.  6th  ed.  358,  and  cases  there  cited  in  notes.) 

The  question  whether  the  trustees  took  a  vested  estate,  was  The  estate  of 
obviously,  before  8  &  9  Yict.  o.  106,  a  question  of  the  utmost  was  a  vested 
practical  importance ;  because,  if  they  had  taken  a  contingent  ^***®' 
estate,  their  estate  would  have  been  nothing  but  one  more  con« 
tingent  remainder,  which  would  have  been  equally  liable  to 
destruction  with  all  the  rest.  This  question  has  led  to  some 
difference  of  opinion.  But  it  was  for  aU  practical  purposes  set 
at  rest  for  ever  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case 
of  Smilh  d.  Dormer  v.  Packhurst  or  Parkhurst,  commonly  cited 
as  Dormer  v.  Parkhurst,  or  Dormer  v.  Fortescue,  3  Atk.  135,  6 
Bro.  P.  C.  351,  Willes,  327,  18  Vin.  Abr.  413,  pi.  8,  in  which 
case  the  estate  was  decided  to  be  a  vested  remainder.  Feame 
approved  of  this  decision;  Butler  expresses  no  dissatisfaction 
with  it;  but  Mr.  Josiah  Smith  plainly  intimates  his  opinion, 
that  it  was  directly  opposed  to  the  principles  of  the  law,  and 
that  it  can  be  justified  only  by  the  pressing  necessity  not 
to  overturn  all  the  settlements  then  in  existence.  (Smith  on 
Executory  Interests,  p.  116  et  seq.) 

It  is  conceived  that,  in  this  controversy,  each  side  is  partly  in  Bevlew  of  the 
the  right  and  partly  in  the  wrong.  The  truth  seems  to  be,  ^^^^^^'^' 
that  the  definition  of  the  first  class  of  contingent  remainders,  as 
given  by  Feame,  is  somewhat  incomplete ;  and  that,  by  reason 
of  this  incompleteness,  it  contains  within  its  terms  the  estate  of 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders;  and  that  in  this 
sense,  and  to  this  extent,  those  who  have  contended  that  the 
estate  in  question  is  a  contingent  remainder,  are  right ;  but  that 
the  definition  admits  of  being  rectified  so  as  to  exclude  this 
estate,  without  at  the  same  time  excluding  any  other  estate 
which  it  was  designed  to  include ;  and  that,  when  examined  by 
the  proper  tests  for  distingnishing  vested  estates  in  general  from 
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contingent  estates  in  general,  the  estate  of  the  trustees  seems 
much  more  properly  to  come  within  the  conception  of  a  vested 
estate  than  of  a  contingent  estate.  This  is  equivalent  to  saying 
that  the  decision  in  Dormer  v.  Parkhurat  seems  to  be  substan- 
tially right  in  principle. 

In  the  definition  given  of  the  first  class  of  contingent  remainders 
(at  p.  115,  supra)  the  words  between  inverted  commas  are  taken 
literally  from  Feame,  and  the  explanatory  clause  which  follows 
them  is  adapted  from  the  words  of  Butler,  in  a  note  upon  the 
passage.  The  estate  of  the  trustees  does  seem  to  come  within 
the  words  both  of  Feame  and  of  Butler,  if  they  are  taken 
strictly.  It  is  the  fact  that  in  this  case  ^^  the  remainder  depends 
entirely  upon  a  contingent  determination  of  the  preceding 
estate  itself";  and  that,  while  the  precedent  estate  is  capable 
of  being  determined  in  several  ways,  the  estate  of  the  trustees 
is  so  limited  as  to  take  effect  only  in  case  the  determination 
shall  take  place  in  some  of  those  ways.  But  the  examples  given 
by  Feame  show  his  meaning.  In  those  examples  the  contingent 
remainder  is  capable  of  being  desfroj/ed,  if  the  precedent  estate 
should  determine  in  what  may  be  called  the  wrong  way ;  and 
this  quality  of  contingent  remainders  supplied  the  principal 
motive  which  induced  him  to  write  his  treatise.  This  distin- 
guishing characteristic  is  not  possessed  by  the  estate  of  the 
trustees,  because,  if  the  precedent  estate  should  determine  in 
the  wrong  way,  that  is,  by  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
the  estate  of  the  trustees  will  not  be  dedroycd,  but  will  simul- 
taneously determine  by  its  own  natural  expiration.  Nothing  is 
more  evident  than  that  Feame's  treatise  was  not  written  to 
illustrate  the  nature  of  ^states  of  this  description;  and  if  by 
inadvertence  he  has  included  any  of  them  in  his  definition,  the 
most  reasonable  course  seems  to  be,  to  amend  the  definition  so 
as  to  exclude  these  extraneous  specimens,  and  not  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  words  of  the  definition  in  order  to  include  within 
it  something  to  which  it  was  not  meant  to  apply. 

The  estate  of  the  trustees  is  such  that  it  either  must  actually 
take  effect  in  possession  or  else  must  determine  by  natural 
expiration  eo  imtanti  with  the  determination  of  the  precedent 
estate.  But  no  words  could  be  more  appropriate  to  describe  a 
vested  estate*    Every  vested  estate  which  is  capable  of  a  natural 
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expiraHon,  may  by  possibility  fail  to  beoome  an  estate  in  pos- 
session, by  reason  of  its  determination  during  the  oontinuanoe 
of,  or  eo  imtanii  with,  the  precedent  estate.  The  peculiar 
feature  of  contingent  remainders,  and  the  only  feature  which 
makes  it  necessary  to  bestow  upon  them  special  consideration,  is 
their  liability  to  fail  to  beoome  estates  in  possession  by  reason 
of  something  else  than  their  own  natural  expiration. 

It  accordingly  seems  to  be  expedient  that  the  following  pro-  Fnmosed 
viso  should  be  added  to  the  definition  above  given  (p.  115)  of  the  of  Feame*8 
first  class  of  contingent  remainders  : — Provided  always,  that  the  ^^^^^^o"^- 
precedent  estate  be  capable  of  determination  in  at  least  one  toaijy 
which  toiU  neither  mst  the  remainder  nor  cause  it  to  determine  by 
its  oum  natural  expiration. 

In  lieu  of  an  estate  for  life  to  the  person  who  was  intended  Caaes  in 
to  take  the  first  beneficial  estate,  a  term  of  years  was  sometimes  ^^^l^ 
limited  to  him  determinable  upon  the  dropping  of  his  own  life,  ^^  *  *®™^  ^^ 
followed  by  an  estate  to  the  trustees  in  the  usual  form  to  pre- 
serve contingent  remainders.*    This  was  the  form  of  the  limi- 
tations of  the  settlement  in  the  above-cited  case  of  Dw*mer  v. 
Parkhurst.     In  such  cases  the  estate  of  the  trustees,  being 
pur  autre  pie,  was  of  freehold;   and  since  it  was  a  vested 
estate,  the  actual  seisin,  during  the  continuance  of  the  term 
of  years,  was  in  the  trustees.      The  object  of   the  limita- 
tion to  the  trustees  was  not,  strictly  speaking,  to  prevent  the 

*  This  praotioe,  which  was  formerly  not  nncommon,  of  limiting  a  term  of 
years  determinable  upon  the  dropping  of  his  life,  instead  of  an  estate  for  life,  to 
the  person  who  was  intended  to  take  the  first  beneficial  estate  in  the  settled 
property,  supplies  the  reason  why  an  **  estate  for  years  determinable  on  the 
dropping  of  a  life  or  lives,"  is  specified  in  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  s.  22, 
as  qualifying  a  person  to  be  protector  of  the  settlement.  Probably  the  practice 
has  now  died  out,  and  the  limitation  of  an  estate  for  life,  either  leg^  or  equit- 
able, is  universal.  But  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  s.  68,  sub-s.  (1),  (iv.), 
includes  among  the  persons  by  whom  the  statutory  powers  of  a  tenant  for  life 
may  be  exercised,  a  **  tenant  for  years  determinable  on  life,  not  holding  merely 
under  a  lease  at  a  rent."  This  provision  was  very  necessary  ;  because  theie  is 
no  practical  difference,  so  far  as  reg^ards  the  enjoyment  of  the  profits,  between  a 
tenant  for  life  without  impeachment  of  waste,  and  a  tenant  for  a  long  term  of 
years  determinable  upon  the  dropping  of  his  own  life  without  impeachment  of 
waste ;  and  therefore,  if  this  provision  had  not  been  inserted,  a  means  would 
have  existed  of  evading  the  intention  of  the  Act, 
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tenant  of  the  preoedent  estate  from  destroying  the  contingent 
remainders,  which  he  could  not  effectually  have  done,  since  he 
had  only  a  term  of  years;  but  its  object  was,  haying  first 
deprived  the  tenant  of  the  precedent  estate  of  all  power  of 
destruction,  to  provide  a  sufficient  estate  of  freehold  to  support 
the  contingent  remainders.  In  other  words,  the  supporting 
estate  having  been  taken  away  from  the  tenant  for  life,  by 
turning  him  into  a  tenant  for  years,  it  became  necessary  to  vest 
the  supporting  estate  in  somebody  else ;  which  was  effected  by 
vesting  it  in  the  trustees.  A  tortious  feoffment  was  the  only 
method  by  which  the  tenant  of  a  precedent  estate  for  years 
could  have  attempted  to  affect  the  contingent  remainders ;  but 
by  this  means  he  would  have  gained  nothing,  for  the  right  of 
entry  of  the  trustees  would  have  preserved  the  contingent 
remainders  until  the  trustees  could  revest  their  freehold  by 
making  an  actual  entry  upon  the  feoffee ;  so  that  the  tenant 
of  the  precedent  estate  would  have  incurred  a  forfeiture  to  no 
purpose. 

It  was  suggested  in  the  2nd  edition  of  Davidson's  Precedents 
in  Conveyancing  (vol.  3,  p.  208,  and  see  also  vol.  2,  p.  331, 
note  d)  that  the  word  forfeiture  in  8  &  9  Vict.  o.  106,  s.  8,  is 
not  well  adapted  to  include  the  case  of  a  forfeiture  incurred  by 
any  act  or  default  of  the  tenant  for  life  which,  instead  of  taking 
place  by  mere  operation  of  law,  is  effected  by  an  express  proviso 
for  cesser  contained  in  the  settlement ;  as,  for  example,  under 
an  ordinary  ^^  name  and  arms  clause ;"  and  that  in  such  cases 
a  limitation  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders  might 
prudently  be  inserted  in  the  settlement,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  the  last-cited  enactment.  But  no  remainder 
properly  so  called,  can  take  effect  upon  the  determination  of  a 
precedent  estate  by  a  forfeiture  in  this  sense  of  the  word.  ( Vide 
supra,  p.  71.)  It  would  therefore  seem  that  the  forfeitures  above 
referred  to  were  such  that  the  subsequent  limitations  need  no 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  either  by  reason  of 
the  statute,  or  else  by  reason  of  the  intrinsic  nature  of  the  subse- 
quent limitations  themselves.  The  subsequent  estates,  if  valid, 
could  take  effect  only  as  executory  interests,  which  did  not 
reijuire  trustee  to  preserve  them  from  destruction.    In  the  3rd 
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edition  of  the  same  work  (vol.  3,  p.  322)  it  is  said  that  the  prac- 
tice of  omitting  such  limitations  had  then  (1873)  become  well 
established ;  though  it  was  mentioned  that  writers  of  authority 
recommended  adherence  to  the  old  practice,  with  a  view  to  the 
interference  of  the  trustees  for  checking  waste  on  the  part  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  if  necessary,  or  to  the  convenience  of  their  being 
entrusted  with  the  protectorship  of  the  settlement  in  the  event 
of  the  extinguishment  of  the  life  estate.  (See  Lewin  on  Trusts, 
oh.  viii.  s.  1,  §  18,  8th  ed.  p.  121 ;  oh.  xvi.  §  11,  ibid.  p.  383.) 

The  trustees  above  described  are  very  much  in  the  nature  of  a 
device  of  conveyancers,  designed  to  intercept  the  operation  of  a 
rule  of  law,  and  not  intended,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  to 
exercise  any  active  function.  They  bear  in  this  respect  a  very 
close  resemblance  to  the  dower  trustees  in  the  old-fashioned 
limitations  of  uses  to  bar  dower.  These  were  designed,  by  the 
interposition  of  an  estate  which,  by  the  rule  recognized  in 
Dormer  v.  Parkhurst^  was  a  vested  estate  of  freehold,  but  which 
generally  conferred  no  positive  privilege  or  active  duty,  to  pre- 
vent the  merger  of  an  estate  for  life  in  the  subsequently  limited 
inheritance.  It  is  probable  that  trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders  such  as  those  above  described,  are  the  only  trustees 
referred  to  under  the  phrase  ^'  bare  trustee "  in  the  Fines  and 
Becoveries  Act,  ss.  27,  31.  But  under  certain  circumstances  Another  kind 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders  were  needed  in  a  pr^jj^  ^ 
settlement,  who  diflEer  in  function  and  require  to  be  distininiished  ^^^'i^fi^pnt 

'  ^    *  °  renuunden. 

from  the  bare  trustees  above  described.  When  contingent 
remainders  were  limited  to  the  sons,  or  other  issue,  of  a  living 
person,  who  did  not  himself  take  a  prior  life  estate,  it  was 
necessary  to  limit  a  prior  estate  to  trustees,  during  the  life  of 
such  person,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  lest  the  prior 
estates  should  all  determine  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  person, 
before  the  birth  of  issue  in  whom  the  contingent  remainders 
might  vest,  whereby  such  contingent  remainders  would  have 
failed.  Even  if  there  were  issue  of  the  said  person  living  at  the 
date  of  the  settlement,  it  would  have  been  quite  proper  to  insert 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  because  such  issue 
might  all  have  died  in  the  person's  lifetime,  and  it  would  have 
been  proper  to  provide  for  the  possibility  of  the  biirth  of  other  issue 
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subsequently  to  the  determination  of  all  the  prior  estates.  The 
difference  in  function  between  these  trustees  and  the  previously 
described  bare  trustees  is  obvious :  the  function  of  the  trustees 
now  being  described  was  to  guard  against  a  destruction  of  the  con« 
tingent  remainders,  by  reason  of  the  natural  expiration  of  the  pre« 
cedent  estate  pending  the  contingency.  The  present  writer  has 
met  with  an  example  of  the  insertion  of  trustees  of  the  lastly 
described  kind,  in  a  will,  dated  in  1880,  by  which  very  extensive 
and  valuable  estates  were  settled.  It  would  therefore  appear 
that  some  conveyancers  are,  or  recently  were,  unwilling  to  rely 
for  this  purpose  upon  the  provisions  of  40  &  41  Yiot.  c.  33. 


Reaemblanoe 
to  the  estate 
of  dower 
troBtees. 


The  object  of  the  insertion  of  a  limitation  to  the  dower  trustee, 
in  the  uses  to  bar  dower,  according  to  the  common  practice 
before  the  Dower  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  o.  106,  is  to  effect  the 
formal  interposition  of  a  vested  estate  between  a  life  estate  and 
a  remainder  of  inheritance ;  though  in  this  case  the  remainder 
was  always  a  vested  fee  simple,  not  a  contingent  remainder. 
This  limitation  therefore  bears,  in  its  general  design,  a  close 
resemblance  to  the  limitation  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders;  and  the  form  of  limitation  in  common  use  was 
identical  with  the  form  used  to  create  trustees  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders. 


Whether  such  There  are  some  grounds  for  doubting  whether,  subsequently 
are  now  ^d.  ^0  the  coming  into  operation  of  8  &  9  Vict.  o.  106,  the  limita- 
tions now  under  discussion  have  any  longer  had  any  meaning, 
and  whether  they  are  not  therefore  now  void  for  absurdity,  if 
they  follow  upon  an  estate  of  freehold.  So  far  as  the  preserva- 
tion of  contingent  remainders  is  concerned,  this  question  is  of 
no  practical  importance.  So  far  as  dower  trustees  are  concerned, 
it  will  remain  a  question  of  practical  importance  as  long  as  any 
husbands  are  in  existence,  whose  wives  are  still  living,  and  who 
were  married  on  or  before  1st  January,  1834,  the  date  of  the 
coming  into  operation  of  the  Dower  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  105. 
To  such  husbands  it  is  still  necessary  to  make  the  conveyance 
of  a  legal  estate  in  fee  simple  under  the  form  of  a  conveyance 
to  uses  to  bar  dower,  in  order  to  prevent  the  wife's  dower  from 
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attaohing.  At  the  present  day  the  class  must  be  a  small  one, 
rapidly  tending  towards  extinotion. 

The  reasons  for  doubting  the  validity  of  the  limitation  are  as 
follows : — Forfeiture  can  no  longer  be  incurred,  either  by  making 
a  tortious  feoffment,  since  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  106,  s.  4,  by  which  the 
tortious  operation  of  feoffments  made  after  1st  October,  1845,  is 
prevented ;  or  by  levying  a  fine,  or  suffering  a  common  recovery, 
now  that  those  assurances  have  been  abolished  by  the  Fines  and 
Eecoveries  Act,  s.  2  ;  or  hj  joining  the  nme  on  the  mere  right ,  or 
otherwise  compromising  the  title  of  the  remainderman  in  a  real 
action,  now  that  the  only  real  actions  in  which  those  offences 
could  practically  be  committed  have  been  abolished  by  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  36.  Whether  a  forfeiture  by  operation  of  law, 
as  distinguished  from  the  operation  of  an  express  condition  of 
forfeiture  contained  in  the  settlement,  can  now  be  incurred  by  a 
tenant  for  life  in  any  way  whatever,  is  now,  to  say  the  least, 
exceedingly  doubtful.  With  respect  to  surrender  and  merger, 
the  aspect  of  the  question  is  curious.  Taking  merger  to  refer 
to  cases  in  which  the  next  vested  remainder  of  inheritance  is 
conveyed  to  the  tenant  for  life,  any  merger  of  the  life  estate 
would,  of  course,  be  impossible  upon  the  hypothesis  that  the 
estate  of  the  trustees  is  an  actually  existing  estate ;  because,  if 
the  estate  exists,  it  is  imdoubtedly  a  vested  estate ;  and  this, 
being  interposed  between  the  estate  for  life  and  the  remainder, 
would  make  all  such  merger  as  that  above  supposed  impossible, 
so  that  the  hypothesis  which  would  make  the  estate  of  the 
trustees  a  vested  estate,  also  deprives  the  law  of  merger  of  all 
meaning  in  relation  to  the  question,  and  therefore  (so  far) 
destroys  the  reasons  for  supposing  that  the  estate  is  in  fact  a 
vested  estate.  Similarly,  with  regard  to  surrender,  the  inter- 
position of  the  estate  of  the  trustees,  if  it  exists,  would  prevent 
a  surrender  to  any  remainderman  whose  interest  is  subsequent 
to  the  contingent  remainders.  And  a  surrender  cannot  be  made 
by  a  tenant  for  his  own  life  to  a  tenant  i>t/r  autre  vie,  so  that  no 
surrender  to  the  trustees  themselves  is  possible,  nor  will  an  estate 
for  a  man's  own  life  merge  in  an  estate  pur  autre  vie,  (Shep. 
T.  305  ;  3  Prest.  Conv.  225.) 

These  objections  are  discussed  with  some  minuteness  in  an 
acute  and  learned  note  contained  in  the  third  edition  of  David- 
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.son's  Precedents,  vol.  3,  p.  323,  note  (n),  in  ^hich  the  opinion 
is  expressed,  that  such  limitations  are  still  Yalid ;  but  the  sug- 
gestion is  made,  that  there  oan,  at  all  events,  be  no  question  as 
to  their  validity,  when  they  follow  upon  a  term  of  years  deter- 
minable with  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  instead  of  following 
upon  an  estate  of  freehold  for  his  life.  It  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  thought  necessary  to  adopt  this  suggestion  in  practice. 


(    141    ) 


CHAPTER  XTTT.  '    ' 

THE  BULE  IS  SHELLEY'S  CASE. 

The  title  at  the  head  of  this  chapter  oommonlj  refers  to  the 
statement  of  the  oiroumstances  under  whioh  verbally  distinct 
limitations  contained  in  the  same  instrument,  one  limitation 
being  to  a  given  person,  and  the  other  being  to  his  heirs^ 
either  general  or  special,  will  not  give  any  distinct  estate  to  the 
heir,  but  will  give  an  estate  of  inheritance  to  the  ancestor*  / 

The  statement  of  the  cases  under  whioh  such  limitations  to 
the  heirs  take  effect,  not  in  the  heirs  themselves,  but  in  the 
ancestor  whose  heirs  they  are,  is  commonly  styled  the  Bule  in 
Shelley's  Case,  from  the  reported  case  of  that  name.  (1  Bep» 
93,  Serj.  Moore's  Eep.  136,  1  Anders.  69,  Dy.  373  b,  pi.  16, 
Jenk.  cent.  6,  c.  40.)  It  will  be  convenient,  before  discussiQg  . 
that  case,  to  draw  some  general  outline  of  the  rule  of  law  in 
question. 

In  the  limitations  now  under  consideration,  there  occurs  always  The  word 
an  estate  of  freehold  limited  to  a  specified  person,  and  a  subse-*  thme^^ta- 
quent  limitation,  whether  immediate  or  remote,  expressed  to  be  ^^°^%y^ 
made  to  the  heirs,  or  to  some  class  of  the  heirs,  of  the  same  ^ot  a  word  of 
person.    The  prior  estate  and  the  subsequent  limitation  must  both 
arise  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  same  instrument.    Ghrammatically, 
the  construction  of  the  second  limitation  might  be,  to  give  a 
remainder  by  purchase  to  the  specified  heirs.    And  since  the 
person  whose  heirs  they  are,  or  rather,  are  to  be,  is  living  at  the 
date  of  the  limitation,  such  a  remainder,  if  taken  by  the  heirs  as 
purchasers,  would  be  a  contingent  remainder  of  Feame's  fourth 
class,  being  a  limitation  in  remainder  to  a  person  not  yet  ascer- 
tained or  not  yet  in  being.     ( Vide  supra j  p.  120.)     But  the  law 
puts  upon  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  a  different  construction, 
not  giving  to  them  any  estate  at  all  by  purchase,  but  taking 
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account  of  the  mention  of  the  heirs  only  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  a  corresponding  estate  to  the  specified  ancestor.  There- 
fore, it  is  commonly  said,  that  in  limitations  coming  within  the 
Bule  in  Shelley's  Case,  the  word  h^a  is  not  a  word  of  purchase 
but  a  word  of  limitation. 

We  have  therefore  the  following  essential  features  in  these 
limitations: — (1)  a  prior  estate  of  freehold;  (2)  a  subsequent 
limitation,  contained  in  the  same  instrument,  expressed  to  be  to 
the  heirs,  whether  general  or  special,  of  the  same  person.  In 
all  such  cases  the  general  rule  is,  that  no  estate  is  taken  by  the 
heirs;  but  an  estate  of  inheritance,  corresponding  in  quantum 
to  the  class  of  heirs  specified,  is  taken  by  the  specified  ancestor. 
Thus,  the  mention  of  the  heirs  general  will  give  him  a  fee 
simple ;  the  mention  of  the  heirs  of  his  body  will  give  him  an 
estate  in  tail  general;  the  mention  of  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body  will  give  him  an  estate  in  tail  male ;  and  the  mention  of 
the  heirs  female  of  his  body  will  give  him  an  estate  in  tail 
female. 

The  anoestor  If  the  Subsequent  limitation  to  the  heirs  follows  immediately, 
SSep  oiw  without  the  interposition  of  any  mesne  estate,  upon  the  prior 
©Btotei.^' ^"^^  freehold,  the  freehold  is  generally  merged  in  the  inheritance, 
and  the  specified  person  generally  takes  an  estate  of  inheritance 
in  possession.  If  any  estate  sufficient  to  prevent  merger  is 
interposed,  or  if,  by  reason  of  any  other  circumstance,  merger  is 
prevented  from  taking  place,  he  takes  two  distinct  estates,  a 
freehold  in  possession  and  an  inheritance  in  remainder. 

The  last  preceding  paragraph  assumes  that  the  prior  limita« 
tion  of  the  freehold  is  a  limitation  of  a  freehold  in  possession. 
If  the  prior  freehold  is  itself  a  freehold  in  remainder,  the  merger 
of  it  in  the  inheritance  will  of  course  not  give  rise  to  an  inherit- 
ance in  possession,  but  to  an  inheritance  in  remainder,  which 
occupies  the  place,  in  the  order  of  limitation,  which  would  have 
been  occupied  by  the  freehold  if  it  had  not  been  merged. 

With  respect  to  merger,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that,  when 
two  consecutive  estates  are  created  eo  instanti  and  by  the  same 
instrument,  merger  will  not  always  ensue.  A  limitation  to  two 
men  and  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies  begotten,  gives  them  a 
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joint  estate  for  their  lives,  witli  benefit  of  surviyorship  to  the 
surviyor,  and  to  eaoh  an  estate  tail  in  a  moiety ;  and  there  is  no 
merger  of  the  estate  for  life  in  the  estates  tail.  (litt.  sect.  283.) 
And  when  merger  does  take  place  its  effect  may  be  different 
from  the  effect  of  merger  between  two  estates  which  at  the  time 
of  their  creation  were  not  consecutiye ;  for  under  such  drcum- 
stances,  the  merged  estates  are,  as  the  phrase  goes,  liable  to 
open  for  the  purpose  of  letting  in  contingent  remainders.  ( Vide 
suprUj  p.  126.) 

As  Shelley's  Case  is  one  of  the  most  important  in  the  books,  Shelley's  Case 
and  as  its  true  bearing  does  not  seem  to  be  a  matter  of  universal  discussed, 
knowledge,  some  account  of  it  may  be  not  unacceptable  to  the 
reader.  A  consideration  'of  the  subjoined  pedigree  will  mate- 
rially contribute  to  a  right  understanding  of  the  case.  It 
is  stated  by  Lord  Coke  that  the  case  was  in  qjectione  firmm  ;  and 
according  to  more  modem  usage  it  would  be  styled  Nicholas 
Wolfe  d.  Richard  Shelley  v.  Henry  Shelley, 

EDWARD  SHELLEY  x.  JOAN. 

Tenants  in  special  tail  general,  leith  remainder  to 
Edward  Snelle^  in  fee  simple.  The  wife  died 
in  the  husband's  lifetimei  tbns  leaving  him  scde 
tenant  in  tail. 

HENBT  SHELLEY.  RICHARD  SHELLEY. 

Who  died  in  his  father's  lifetime  Under  whom  the  plain- 

leaving  a  daughter,  Maiy,  living,  tiff  claimed  bj  demise, 
and  a  son,  Henry,  the  younger, 
en  ventre  ta  mh^. 

! 

MARY  SHELLEY.  HENRY  SHELLEY, 

•  The  def endant* 

Edward  Shelley  and  his  wife  Joan  were  tenants  in  special 
tail  general,  that  is,  to  them  and  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies 
begotten,  with  remainder  to  Edward  Shelley  in  fee  simple,  of 
the  manor  of  Barhamwiok,  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  of  which 
the  lands  in  question  were  parcel.  The  wife  died  in  the  hus- 
band's lifetime,  thus  leaving  him  sole  tenant  in  tail.  Henry 
Shelley,  the  elder,  afterwards  died  in  his  father's  lifetime, 
leaving  a  daughter,  Mary  Shelley,  living,  and  leaving  his  wife 
enceinte  of  a  posthumous  child,  afterwards  Henry  Shelley,  the 
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Shelley'BCafle.  younger,  the  defendant  in  the  case.  Before  the  birth  of  the 
posthumous  ohild,  Edward  Shelley,  being  sole  tenant  in  tail, 
suffered  a  oonunon  recovery  of  the  said  manor,  pursuant  to  a 
covenant  in  that  behalf,  in  which  he  had  covenanted  that  the 
said  recovery  should  be  to  the  use  of  himself  for  the  term  of  his 
life  without  impeachment  of  waste;  and  after  his  decease,  to 
the  use  of  certain  persons  for  twenty-four  years ;  and  after  the 
said  twenty-four  years  ended,  then  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  male 
of  the  body  of  himself  lawfully  begotteuy  and  of  the  heirs  male  of  the 
body  of  such  heirs  male  lairfully  begotten;  with  remainder  over. 

This  recovery  was  actually  suffered,  and  judgment  therein 
was  given,  and  a  writ  of  habere  facias  seisinam  awarded  for  the 
purpose  of  executing  the  seisin  according  to  the  recovery,  upon 
the  9th  October,  the  day  on  which  Edward  Shelley  died ;.  and 
these  proceedings  took  place  some  hours  subsequently  to  his 
death,  which  occurred  between  the  hours  of  five  and  six  in  the 
morning.  On  the  19th  October  the  writ  was  executed ;  and  on 
the  4th  December  the  posthumous  child  was  bom. 

The  first  question  which  arises  upon  this  statement  of  the 
facts  is,  obviously,  the  question,  whether  the  recovery,  having 
been  executed  as  aforesaid  after  the  death  of  the  recoveree,  was 
valid.  It  is  convenient  to  state,  at  the  outset,  that  this  question 
was  decided  in  the  affirmative. 

The  distinction  between  the  capacity  of  a  posthumous  child 
to  take  by  descent^  and  (according  to  the  better  opinion,  which 
had  not  then  been  questioned)  his  incapacity  to  take  by  purchase 
has  been  above  referred  to.  {Vide  supra,  p.  128.)  It  would 
seem  (as  the  present  writer  understands  the  case)  that  Bichard 
Shelley,  the  uncle,  conceiving  that  the  limitation  to  the  use  of 
the  heirs  male  of  Edward  Shelley  was  a  limitation  to  the  heir 
male  by  purchase  in  tail  male,  and  that  his  posthumous  nephew- 
was  disqualified  to  take  by  purchase,  by  reason  that  he  was  en 
rentre  sa  mire  at  the  time  when  the  limitation  became  vested, 
assumed  himself  to  be  tenant  in  tail  male  of  the  manor.  He 
accordingly  entered,  and  made  a  lease  of  the  lands  in  question, 
being  parcel  of  the  manor,  to  Nicholas  Wolfe,  upon  whom 
Henry  Shelley,  the  nephew,  afterwards  entered.  Thereupon 
Nicholas  Wolfe  brought  the  present  action  against  Henry 
Shelley,  the  nephew ;  and  at  the  assizes  for  the  county  of  Sussex 


,. 
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a  spQoial  verdict  was  returned,  upon  which  the  matter  of  law  SheHey'sCase. 
was  afterwards  argued  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench. 

The  case  being  very  important,  both  from  the  nicety  of  the 
points  of  law  involved  in  it  and  from  the  magnitude  of  the 
interests  at  stake,  it  attracted  much  attention  and  was  argued  at 
great  length.  Before  the  Court  of  Eling's  Bench  had  arrived 
at  any  decision,  Queen  Elizabeth,  with  a  view  to  prevent,  if 
possible,  the  ruin  of  both  parties  through  protracted  litigation, 
directed  the  Lord  Chancellor,  Sir  Thomas  Bromley,  to  assemble 
all  the  judges  in  conference,  that  they  might  come  to  some 
resolution.  Several  meetings  of  the  judges  were  accordingly 
held,  and  afterwards,  in  accordance  with  their  almost  unanimous 
opinion,  judgment  was  given  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  ^'\  f^ 

favour  of  the  defendant,  Henry  Shelley,  the  posthumous  child.  . 

The  points  principally  debated  are  stated  by  Lord  Coke  to 
have  been  four.     Of  these,  the  first  question  related  to  the 
validity  of  the  recovery,  which,  as  above-mentioned,  was  decided 
in  the  affirmative  by  the  opinion  of  '^  the  better  and  greater  part 
of  all  the  justices  and  barons.''     (1  Bep.  106  a.)     The  second 
question  arose  upon  the  fact  that,  at  the  time  of  the  recovery 
Buffered,  there  was  in  existence  a  lease  for  years  of  the  manor. 
The  question  here  was,  whether,  under  such  circumstances,  a 
recovery  is  executed  by  the  judgment  of  recovery,  before  execu- 
tion thereof  by  the  writ  of  habere  facias.    The  contention  seems  ^ 
to  have  been,  that,  just  as  the  heir,  if  he  succeeds  by  descent  to 
the  reversion  upon  a  term  of  years,  is  actually  seised  without 
entry,  because  the  possession  of  the  termor  is  adjudged  in  law 
to  be  the  possession  of  the  reversioner,  so  the  recoveror,  when 
the  subject  of  the  recovery  is  the  reversion  upon  a  term  of  years, 
might  be  actually  seised  by  virtue  of  the  judgment  without  any 
need  for  a  writ  of  execution.     This  contention  was  unanimously 
overruled.     (1  Eep.  106  b.)     It  is  not  material  to  the  present 
purpose ;  because  it  was  held  that  the  judgment  was  good,  seeing 
that  the  law  takes  no  account  of  fractions  of  a  day,  so  that  it 
was  sufficient  if  the  tenant  in  tail  had  been  alive  at  any  time  on 
the  day  of  the  judgment ;  and  the  judgment  related  back  to  the 
date  of  the  return  to  the  writ,  and  the  execution  related  back  to 
the  judgment ;  and  therefore  there  was  no  need  to  resort  to  this 
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SheUey'sOase.  contention,  in  order  to  support  the  recovery.    The  third  and 
fourth  questions,  according  to  Lord  Coke,  were  as  follows : — 


The  third 
point. 


The  fourth 
point. 


3.  If  tenant  in  tail  have  issue  two  sons,  and  the  elder  dies 

in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  leaving  his  wife  privemmt 
enseint  with  a  son,  and  then  tenant  in  tail  suffers  a  com- 
mon recovery  to  the  use  of  himself  for  term  of  his  life, 
and  after  his  death  to  the  use  of  A.  and  C.  for  twenty- 
four  years,  and  after  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  males  of  his 
body  lawfully  begotten,  and  of  the  heirs  males  of  the 
body  of  such  heirs  males  lawfully  begotten,  and  presently 
after  judgment  an  habere  facias  seisinam  is  awarded,  and 
before  the  execution,  that  is  to  say,  between  five  and  six 
in  the  morning  of  the  same  day  in  which  the  recovery 
was  suffered,  tenant  in  tail  dies,  and  after  his  death,  and 
before  the  birth  of  the  son  of  the  elder  son,  the  recovery 
is  executed,  by  force  whereof  Bichard,  the  uncle,  enters, 
and  after  the  son  of  the  elder  son  is  bom,  if  his  [the 
posthumous  son's]  entry  upon  the  uncle  be  lawful  or  not. 

4.  If  the  uncle  in  this  case  may  take  as  a  purchaser,  for  as 

much  as  the  elder  son  had  a  daughter  which  was  heir 
general  and  right  heir  of  Edward  Shelley,  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  recovery. 


The  fourth 
point  difi- 
cusaed. 


It  will  be  observed  that  the  third  question  merely  states  the 
whole  of  the  f  8U)ts,  and  then  asks  which  party  was  in  the  right. 
If  this  can  be  regarded  as  the  ^^  statement  of  a  point ''  in  the 
case,  such  statements  would  present  little  difficulty ;  and  it  is 
manifest,  that  every  case  can  contain  only  one  such  point  as  this. 
The  reader  will  notice,  without  surprise,  that  this  point  is  styled 
"  the  great  doubt  of  the  case."     (1  Eep.  94  b.) 

It  win  be  convenient  first  to  dispose  of  the  fourth  point,  upon 
which  no  opinion  seems  to  have  been  expressed  by  the  judges. 
This  point  refers  to  a  distinction  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  with 
respect  to  the  interpretation  of  the  word  "  heir  " ;  firstly,  as  a 
word  of  limitation,  and  secondly,  as  a  word  of  purchase.  Ac- 
cording to  this  rule,  in  limitations  to  special  heirs,  where  they 
do  not  take  by  purchase,  but  only  supply  the  measure  of  an 
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estate  tail  to  the  ancestor,  and  therefore  take,  if  at  all,  by  desoent,  SKeUey'sGase. 
the  special  heir  may  inherit,  although  he  is  not  the  heir  general. 
But  in  limitations  to  heirs  as  purchasers,  no  heir  can  take  by 
purchase  except  the  heir  general ;  and  therefore  the  special  heir 
cannot  take  as  purchaser,  unkss  he  also  unites  in  himself  the 
character  of  heir  general.  In  the  words  of  Lord  Coke : — "  When 
a  man  giveth  lands  to  a  man  and  the  heires  females  of  his  body, 
and  [the  donee]  dyeth,  having  issue  a  son  and  a  daughter,  the 

daughter  shall  inherit But  in  case  of  a  purchase  it  is  other^ 

wise  :  for  if  A.  have  issue  a  sonne  and  a  daughter,  and  a  lease 
for  life  be  made,  the  remainder  to  the  heires  females  of  the  bodie 
of  A.  [and]  A.  dieth  [leaving  a  son  and  a  daughter]  the  heire 
female  can  take  nothing,  because  she  is  not  heire ;  for  she  must  be 
both  heire  and  heire  female^  which  she  is  not,  because  the  brother 
is  heire.''  (Co.  litt.  24  b.)  This  distinction  was  a  weU  recog- 
nised  rule  of  law  in  Lord  Coke's  day ;  but  it  has  been  shaken 
by  some  more  recent  decisions.  (See  Wills  v.  Palmer^  2  W. 
Bl.  687,  5  Burr.  2616 ;  Ooodtitle  v.  Burtenstiaw^  Feame,  Cent. 
Eem.  App.  I.)  In  Shelley's  Case,  the  heir  general  of  Edward 
Shelley,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  Mary  SheUey,  the  daughter 
of  Bichard  Shelley's  elder  brother^  so  that,  by  the  above-stated 
rule  of  law,  Eichard  Shelley,  though  the  heir  male  of  Edward 
Shelley,  was  incapable  of  taking  under  a  limitation  to  the  heirs 
male  as  purchasers,  since  he  did  not  also  unite  in  himself  the 
character  of  heir  general.  This  contention  would  have  been 
fatal  to  Bichard  Shelley's  daim,  who  was  constrained  to  claim 
by  purchase ;  since,  if  the  estate  tail  was  executed  in  Edward 
Shelley,  so  that  Bichard  could  claim  only  by  descent,  the 
subsequent  birth  of  the  posthumous  son  of  his  elder  brother 
would  have  defeated  his  claim. 

It  is  unnecessary  further  to  consider  this  objection  against 
the  plaintiff's  claim ;  because,  in  the  view  taken  by  the  judges 
of  the  third  point,  there  was  no  need  to  come  to  any  decision 
npon  the  fourth.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  and  all  the  judges  but 
one,  held  that  under  the  rule  of  law  named  after  the  present 
case,  the  estate  tail  was  executed  in  Edward  Shelley,  and  con« 
sequently  that  Bichard  could  take,  if  at  all,  only  by  descent ; 
and  that  the  posthumously  bom  nephew  had  the  prior  right. 

1,2 
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Shdley'BOiae.      An  attentive  oonsideration  of  the  argaments  and  judgment 
Two  rdeyant   seems  to  show,  that  the  decision  went  upon,  and  clearly  esta- 

pomts  decided      ,  '  ^  .... 

in  the  case,      blished,  these  two  distinct  propositions,  in  relation  to  the  rule 
now  under  consideration  : — 

1.  When  the  ancestor  by  any  assurance  takes  an  estate  of 

freehold,  and  by  the  same  assurance  an  estate  is  limited, 
either  mediately  or  immediately,  to  his  heirs  in  fee  or  in 
tail,  always  in  such  cases  the  heirs  are  words  of  limitation, 
and  not  of  purchase.     (1  Bep.  104  a.) 

2.  The  further  addition  of  words  of  limitation  to  ^'  the  heirs," 

makes  no  difference :  provided  that  the  further  limitation 
is  to  heirs  of  the  same  quality;  that  is  to  say,  heirs 
general  may  be  added  to  heirs  general,  heirs  male  to 
heirs  male,  and  heirs  female  to  heirs  female. 

The  arga-  The  plaintiff's  counsel  began  by  admitting  that  the  recovery, 

plaintiff.  after  the  death  of  the  recoveree,  could  be  executed  as  against 
the  issue  in  tail ;  but  they  took  the  distinction,  that  when  so 
executed,  it  operated  only  as  from  the  time  of  the  execution ; 
whence  they  inferred,  that  no  use,  and  therefore  no  estate,  could 
have  been  executed  in  Edward  Shelley ;  and  that  his  heirs  male 
must  necessarily  take,  under  the  limitation  to  them,  by  pur- 
chase. This  last  point  was  afterwards  decided  against  them; 
upon  the  ground  that  the  execution,  when  perfected,  related 
back  to  the  time  when  the  recovery  was  suffered.  (1  Rep. 
106  b.)  They  proceeded  to  argue  that,  even  though  the  recovery 
had  been  executed  in  the  life  of  Edtcard  Shelleyy  Bichard  must 
nevertheless  have  taken  by  purchase;  for  that  the  rule  now 
under  consideration  did  not  apply  to  the  above-stated  limitation. 
"  For  they  said,  that  the  manner  of  the  limitation  of  the  uses  is 
to  be  observed  in  this  case,  which  is,  first  to  Edward  Shelley  for 
the  term  of  his  life,  and  after  his  death  to  the  use  of  others  for 
the  term  of  twenty-four  years,  and  after  the  twenty-four  years 
ended,  then  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  males  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Edward  Shelley  lawfully  begotten,  and  of  the  heirs  males  of 
the  body  of  the  said  heirs  males  lawfully  begotten ;  in  which 
case  they  said,  that  if  the  heirs  males  of  the  body  of  Edward 
Shelley  should  be  words  of  limitation^  then  the  subsequent  wordsy 


THE  RULE  IN  SHELLEY's  CASE.  149 

Tiz.,  of  the  Heirs  males  of  the  body  of  the  said  heirs  males  law-  ^eiley^sGaflei 
fiilly  begotten,  tcould  be  void:  for  words  of  limitation  cannot 
be  added  and  joined  to  words  of  limitation,  bnt  to  words  of 
purchase."     (I  Eep.  95  a,  b.) 

The  defendant's  counsel  began  by  arguing  that  the  recovery  The  arga- 
was  altogether  Yoid,  for  that  execution  could  not  be  sued  against  defendaat. 
the  issue  in  tail  after  the  death  of  the  recoveree.  (1  Eep.  96  a.) 
It  will  be  observed  that  the  defendant,  Henry  Shelley  the 
younger,  being  both  heir  general  and  heir  male  to  Edward 
Shelley,  had  a  double  title ;  and  was  equally  entitled  to  succeed, 
whether  the  court  held  the  recovery  to  be  void,  or  whether  they 
held  that  an  estate  in  tail  male  was  vested  by  the  recovery  in 
Edward  SheUey.  This  first  point,  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
recovery,  which  they  contended  to  be  inveJid,  was  decided 
against  them,  as  above  mentioned.  We  may  omit  the  argu- 
ment on  the  second  point,  which  has  no  connection  with  the 
Rule  in  Shelley's  Case,  and  proceed  at  once  to  the  part  of  the 
argument  upon  the  third  point,  which  bears  immediately  upon 
that  rule,  and  especially  upon  the  above-cited  argument  of  the 
plaintiff's  counsel.  *^  And  as  to  what  hath  been  objected,  that, 
forasmuch  as  the  limitation  was  to  the  heirs  males  of  the  body 
of  Edward  Shelley,  and  of  the  heirs  males  of  the  body  of  the  heirs 
males  lawfully  begotten^  that  the  heirs  males  of  the  body  of 
Edward  Shelley  should  be  purchasers,  for  otherwise  the  subse- 
quent words  would  be  void ;  the  defendant's  counsel  answered, 
That  it  is  a  rule  in  lawy  when  the  ancestor  by  any  gift  or  conveyance 
takes  an  estate  of  freehold^  and  in  the  same  gift  or  conveyance  an 
estate  is  limitedy  either  mediately  or  immediately,  to  his  heirs  in  fee 
or  in  tail;   that  always  in  such  cases  {the  heirs)  are  words  of 

limitation  of  the  estate,  and  not  words  of  purchase 

And,  if  it  should  be  admitted,  that  in  regard  of  the  said  sub- 
sequent words,  the  right  heirs  males  should  have  by  purchase 
to  them  and  the  heirs  males  of  their  t)odies,  then  a  violence 
would  be  offered  as  well  to  the  words  as  to  the  meaning  of  the 
party;  for  if  the  heir  male  of  the  body  of  Edward  Shelley 
should  take  as  purchaser,  then  all  the  other  issue  males  of 
the  body  of  Edward  Shelley  would  be  excluded  to  take  anything 
by  the  limitation    ,    ♦    »    ,    f or  by  that  means  the  plural 
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Shelley'flOaae.  number  will  be  rednoed"  to  the  singular  number,  that  is  to  say, 
to  one  heir  male  of  the  body  of  Edward  Shelley  only."  (1 
Eep.  104  a,  b.) 

The  judg-  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  third  point,  "  the  great  doubt  in 

the  case,"  is  stated  in  such  wide  terms;  because  the  reader 

gathers  few  details  from  the  summary  information  '^  That  upon 

the  third  question  the  law  was  for  the  defendant,  and  therefore 

the  defendant's  entry  upon  the  uncle  was  lawful."     (1  Eep. 

106  a.)     This  defect  is  partly  supplied  by  the  statement  of 

reasons  given  in  the  King's  Bench  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice, 

Sir  Christopher  Wray,  at  the  request  of  the  counsel  on  both 

sides.      He  gave  the  following    reasons  as  being  the  chief 

grounds  for  holding,  upon  the  third  point,  that  the  uncle  could 

have  no  claim  except  in  the  nature  of  a  descent : — "  First, 

because  the  original  act,  viz.,  the  recovery,  out  of  which  all  the 

uses  and  estates  had  their  essence,  was  had  in  the  life  of  Edward 

Shelley,  to  tchich  the  execution  after  had  a  retrospect.     Secondly, 

because  the  use  and  possession  might  have  vested  in  Edward 

Shelley,  if  execution  had  been  sued  in  his  life.     Thirdly,  the 

recoverors  by  their  entry,  nor  the  sheriff  by  doing  of  execution. 

The  rule  is      oould  not  make  whom  they  pleased  inherit.    Fourthly,  because 

dow^^^the     *^®  uncle  claimed  the  use  by  force  of  the  recovery,  and  of  the 

judgment.       indentures,  Jy  tcords  of  limitation  and  not  of  purchase.     These 

were,  as  the  Chief  Justice  said,  the  principal  reasons  of  their 

judgment."     (1  Eep.  106  b.) 

The  writer  leaves  to  the  judgment  of  his  readers  the  question, 
whether  the  considerations  above  stated  justify  the  conclusion 
above  drawn  touching  the  true  bearing  and  import  of  Shelley's 
Case.  He  has  been  thus  particular  in  stating  the  grounds  of 
this  conclusion,  in  view  of  the  following  strange  remark  by 
Butler: — "It  is  generally  called  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case, 
reported  1  Co.  93,  and  by  contemporary  reporters.  In  that 
case,  it  was  not  a  subject  for  the  detef^nination  of  the  courts  or  even 
a  subject  of  discussion ;  but  it  is  expressed  in  the  arguments  in 
clear  terms,  as  an  acknowledged  rule  of  law,  and  has  thence 
received  its  appellation."  (Butl.  note  on  Feame,  Cont.  Eem. 
28.)    If  Butler's  reputation  were  less  securely  established,  this 
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remark  might  almost  suggest  a  suspidon,  that  the  practice  of 
talking  abont  Shelley's  Case  without  having  read  it,  is  not 
wholly  confined  to  the  present  generation.* 


The  Statement  of  the  Euk. 

The  following  propositions  will,  under  all  ordinary  circum- 
stances, suffice  to  determine  the  question  of  the  rule's  application 
to  a  particular  case.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  a  great  part  of 
the  subtleties  with  which  this  subject  is  congested,  arose  out  of 
ill-constructed  limitations,  which  can  be  of  no  service  to  the 
conveyancer,  unless  as  warnings  what  to  avoid. 

(1)  The  prior  estate  must  be  of  freehold.     (Co.  litt.  319  b ; 

ibid.  376  b ;  1  Rep.  104  a ;  Feame,  Cont.  Eem.  28 ;  1 
Frest.  Est.  266 ;  ibid.  309.)  Such  freehold  is  not  neces- 
sarily for  the  life  of  the  ancestor,  but  may  be  determin- 
able in  his  lifetime ;  as  an  estate  to  a  woman  durante 
viduitate.     (Feame,  Cont.  Bern.  30,  v.  1.) 

(2)  The  subsequent  limitation  may  be  either  to  the  heirs 

general  or  special.  (Feame,  Cont.  Bem.  28;  1  Frest. 
Est.  263—266.)  But  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  must 
be  to  the  heirs  of  the  person  who  has  the  prior  freehold ; 
and  not,  for  example,  to  the  heirs  to  be  begotten  of  the 
bodies  of  that  person  and  his  wife,  or  possible  wife; 
which  is  a  limitation  in  special  tail  by  purchase.  (See 
1  Scriv.  Cop.  146.) 

*  It  ia  poasible  that  Butler  may  have  been  misled  by  a  momentary  confusion 
between  Shelley* s  Case  and  TaltarunCs  Case;  and  that  what  was  in  his  mind  was 
the  fact,  that  TaXiarwifCs  Case  is  often  cited  as  the  anthority  upon  which  depends 
the  validity  of  common  reooveriee,  as  assoranoes  by  tenant  in  tail,  though  it 
contains  no  decision  to  any  such  purpose. 

When  a  man  like  Butler  makes  a  slip,  he  is  likely  to  fLnd  others  to  follow  him. 
With  the  remark  above  cited  from  Butler,  oomi>are  the  following  passage  from 
a  later  author : — '*  Although  tenned  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case,  the  mle  is  of 
much  greater  antiquity  than  that  case,  where,  it  will  be  observed,  no  question 
arose  upon  it  for  the  decision  of  the  court;  hut  it  is  only  stated  in  the  arguments^  but 
in  such  precise  and  dear  terms,  that  it  has  derived  its  name  from  the  case." 
(Tudor,  Lead.  Gas.  on  B.  P.  3rd  ed.  699.)  Feame  and  Preston  both  treat 
Shelley's  Case  as  being  an  express  decision  in  favour  of  the  rule.  (Feame,  Gont. 
Bem.  181,  182;  1  Frest.  Est.  347.) 


152  ON  ESTATES  IN  GENERAL. 

(3)  Both  estates    must   arise  iinder  the  same  instrument. 

(Feame,  Oont.  Eem.  71,  y.  13 ;  1  Prest.  Est,  309.) 

(4)  An  estate  taken  by  the  ancestor  by  way  of  resulting  use, 

is,  for  this  purpose,  an  estate  arising  under  the  same 
instrument.  (Feame,  Cont.  £em.  41,  v.  8;  1  Prest. 
Est.  309.)  In  suoh  cases,  the  ancestor  must  himself  be 
the  settlor. 

(5)  An  estate  limited  imder  a  subsequent  exercise  of  a  power 

contained  in  |;he  instrument,  is,  for  this  purpose,  an 
estate  arising  imder  the  same  instrument.  (Feame, 
Oont.  Eem.  74,  v.  14 ;  Femhles  v.  Morris,  7  T.  E.  342, 
at  p.  348.)  But  Preston  questions  this  doctrine.  (1  Prest. 
Est.  310.) 

(6)  The  interposition  of  one   or  more  intermediate  estates 

does  not  prevent  the  application  of  the  rule.  (1  Prest. 
Est.  266,  267.)  But,  as  above  mentioned,  accordingly 
as  such  estates  are,  or  axe  not,  interposed,  the  inheritance 
executed  in  the  ancestor  is  remote  or  immediate.  ( Vide 
supra,  p.  142.) 

(7)  The  subsequent  limitation  may  be  contingent.    In  such 

a  case  it  seems  that,  if  the  contingency  upon  which  the 
vesting  depends  should  happen  in  the  ancestor's  lifetime, 
the  remainder  will  thereupon  vest  in  him;  and  that, 
pending  the  contingency,  he  has  a  contingent  remainder. 
(Feame,  Oont.  Eem.  34,  v.  2 ;  1  Prest.  Est.  267 ;  ibid: 
318,  319.) 

(8)  In  a  devise,  the  word  issue  has,  for  this  purpose,  the  same 

efiect  as  the  word  heirs ;  unless  it  appears  to  have  been 
intended  as  a  designation  of  particular  individuals. 
(Smith  on  Executory  Interests,  p.  248,  Ohapter  XIII. ; 
where  the  learning  on  this  point,  which  opens  an  obvious 
door  to  doubt  and  confusion,  is  ably  collected.) 

The  reasoning  in  the  case  of  Botcen  v.  Leicis,  9  App. 
Cas,  890,  is  almost  as  obscure  as  the  language  of  the 
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will  to  whioh  it  refers.  It  might  be  taken  to  mean  that 
under  a  devise  to  T.  during  his  lif e,  and  after  his  deoease 
to  his  legitimate  child  or  children,  T.  takes  an  estate  tail 
by  yirtue  of  the  Eule  in  Shelley's  Case,  because  child  or 
children  may  mean  issue  generally,  and  issue  may  in  a 
will  be  equivalent  to  heirs  of  the  body.  But  the  case 
seems  rather  to  have  been  decided  upon  the  ground,  that 
T.  took  an  estate  tail  by  implication,  by  reason  of  a 
subsequent  gift  over  in  the  event  of  his  death  without 
issue,  the  testator  having  died  before  the  coming  into 
operation  of  the  Wills  Act.  These  two  possible  grounds 
of  the  decision  are  not  very  clearly  discriminated. 

(ff)  The  further  addition  to  the  word  heirs,  or  Aeirs  of  the 
bodyy  of  words  of  limitation  to  their  heirs,  or  heirs  of  the 
body,  does  not  prevent  the  application  of  the  rule,  if  the 
latter  heirs  are  of  the  same  description  as  the  former 
heirs.  {Shellet/s  Case,  1  Eep.  93 ;  Fearne,  Cont  Bem. 
181,  V.  26 ;  1  Prest.  Est.  347.)  Even  if  the  latter  heirs 
are  not  identical  with  the  former  heirs,  the  rule  seems  to 
apply,  unless  there  is  a  positive  incongruity  between 
them.  (Feame,  Coni.  Bem.  183,  184.)  Thus,  the  rule 
will  apply  where  the  first  limitation  is  to  the  heirs  male 
of  the  body,  if  the  second  is  to  the  heirs  general  of  the 
body ;  but  not  (it  would  seem)  if  the  second  limitation  is 
to  the  heirs  female  of  the  body. 

If  the  word  heir  is  in  the  singular,  and  words  of 
limitation  are  added,  the  rule  does  not  apply,  and  the 
heir  takes  by  purchase.  But  in  a  will  the  word  heir  in 
the  singular,  without  words  of  limitation,  will  be  equiva- 
lent  to  the  use  of  the  word  heirs,  and  the  fee  is  executed 
in  the  ancestor.     (Feame,  Cont.  Bem.  178,  v.  25.) 

(10)  The  rule  applies  to  equitable  as  well  as  to  legal  limita- 
tions ;  but  the  prior  and  the  subsequent  limitation  must 
both  be  of  the  same  quality  in  this  respect.  (Feame, 
Cont.  Bem.  62,  v.  9 ;  ibid.  57,  v.  10  ;  Venables  v.  Morris, 
7  T.  B.  342.)  It  will  make  no  difference  if  the  prior 
equitable  limitation  is  to  a  feme  coverte  for  hor  separate 
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use,  unless  the  settlement  contains  some  further  indica- 
tion of  intention  which  is  incompatible  with  the  rule. 
(Feame,  Gont.  Bem.  56.) 

Where  the  prior  limitation  is  in  form  equitable,  while 
the  subsequent  limitation  is  in  f  onn>  legal,  it  has  been 
held  that  the  rule  will  apply,  if  all  the  limitations  are 
made  in  fact  equitable,  by  reason  that  the  legal  estate 
in  the  fee  happens  to  be  outstanding.  {Be  White  and 
Hindk'a  Contract y  7  Ch.  D.  201.)  But  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  this  case  is  not  at  variance  with  the  decision  of 
Lord  Cranworth  in  Coape  v.  Arnold^  4  De  Q-.  M.  &  Q-. 
574.  He  seems  to  lay  down  the  rule,  that  the  limitations 
must  be  such  as  are  capable  of  being  aU  translated  into 
corresponding  legal  estates  by  getting  in  the  legal  estate ; 
and  that  if,  on  effecting  the  change,  the  limitations  are 
such  that  the  prior  and  posterior  estates  will  not  both 
become  legal  estates,  the  Bule  in  Shelley's  Case  does  not 
apply  to  them  while  they  remain  equitable.  (Seep.  587.) 
This  case  was  not  cited  in  Be  White  and  Sindle'e 
Contract 

(11)  The  rule  applies  to  limitations  of  copyholds,  as  well  as 
to  limitations  of  freeholds.  (Feame,  Cont.  Bem.  60, 
V.  11.) 

(12)  The  rule  does  not  apply  where  the  subsequent  limita- 
tion is  an  executory  limitation.  (Feame,  Cont.  Bem. 
276 ;  1  Prest.  Est.  323.) 

In  Be  White  and  Eindle's  Contract,  7  Ch.  D.  201,  at 
p.  203,  Sir  Biohard  Melius,  V.-C,  stated  obiter,  that  he 
"  should  be  slow  to  admit "  this  proposition,  if  the  ques- 
tion should  come  before  him.  It  is  conceived  that  he 
is  not  very  likely  to  be  followed  in  this  doubt.  The 
coalescence  of  an  estate  which  is  executory  with  an 
estate  which  is  executed,  is  a  mixture  impossible  to  be 
figured  by  a  weU-disciplined  imagination.  This  is  iden- 
tical in  principle  with  the  reasoning  upon  which  it  is 
held  that  an  equitable  limitation  cannot  coalesce  with 
a  legal  limitation.    Moreover,  the  modem  tendency  of 
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the  oonrts  does  not  seem  to  lean  towards  xinneoessarlly 
extending  the  scope  of  the  rule. 

(13)  The  rule  does  not  apply  to  executory  trusts,  which  do 
not  make  a  settlement  but  only  give  directions  for  the 
making  of  a  settlement  at  a  future  time,  if  the  intention 
is  dear  that  the  heirs  should  take  by  piurchase ;  and  in 
such  cases  the  court  will  order  the  settlement  to  be  made 
according  to  the  intention.  In  executory  settlements 
made  in  consideration  of  marriage,  where  a  main  part  of 
the  intention  is  usually  the  protection  of  the  issue  from 
the  caprices  or  misfortimes  of  the  parents,  the  intention 
that  heirs  shall  take  as  purchasers  is  presumed.  {White 
V.  Thomhurghy  2  Vem.  702 ;  Trevor  v.  Trevor^  1  P.  Wms. 
622 ;  PapilUm  v.  Voices  2  P.  Wms.  471.) 

The  question  as  to  the  origin,  or  true  grounds,  of  the  Eule  in  Origin  of  the 
Shelley's  Case,  has  given  rise  to  much  speculation,  into  which  it 
is  not  desirable  to  enter  at  length.  Considering  that,  at  the 
time  when  the  rule  arose,  tenure  was  the  mainstay  of  our  poli- 
tical constitution,  and  that  the  preservation  of  the  fruits  of 
tenure  was  notoriously  a  principal  aim  of  the  law,  and  that 
settlements  giving  an  estate  for  life  to  the  ancestor  with  a 
remainder  to  his  heir,  if  they  had  been  permitted  to  take  effect 
by  way  of  remainder,  would  have  enabled  a  family  to  enjoy  all 
the  advantages  of  a  descent,  while  evading  the  feudal  burdens 
by  which  a  descent  was  accompanied :  the  opinion  seems  to  be 
more  than  plausible,  that  the  true  origin  of  the  rule  is  to  be 
found  in  the  policy  of  feudalism.*  (See  1  Prest.  Est.  295 — 
309. 


*  ThiB  is  at  aU  events  the  policy  of  the  Statute  of  Marlehridge,  62  Hen.  3, 
cap.  6,  enacting  that  the  lord  should  not  lose  his  wardship  by  a  feoffment  made 
in  the  tenant*s  lifetime  to  the  tenant's  heir,  being  within  age;  and  the  language 
of  the  statute  shows  that  this  and  other  like  devices  for  evading  feudal  burdens 
were  then  well  known.  This  enaotment  was  not  merely  levelled  at  covinous 
feoffments,  where  the  feoffor  continued  afterwards  in  receipt  of  the  profits,  but 
extended  to  h<mdJSde  feoffments  to  the  heir's  use.     (Bacon,  Uses,  p.  25,  adinit.)  ' 
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CHAPTEE  XIV. 


EXECUTORY  LIMITATIONS. 


Their  origin.  FoR  a  long  time  previously  to  the  Statute  of  Uses,  27  Hen.  8, 
0.  10,  while  uses  existed  only  in  the  shape  of  what  are  now 
known  as  trusts,  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  been  accustomed  to 
give  effect  to  devises  of  the  use  of  lands ;  whereby  for  many 
practical  purposes,  lands  may  be  regarded  as  having  been  then 
deviseable,  although  the  common  law  (except  by  the  special 
custom  of  certain  localities)  permitted  no  devise  of  the  legal 
estate.  When  by  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,'uses  had 
been  converted  into  legal  estates,  this  general  privilege  of  devise 
was  lost;  and  since  the  statute  was  expressly  extended  to  uses 
in  being  at  the  time  of  its  enactment,  this  deprivation  had,  in  a 
certain  sense,  a  retrospective  operation.  The  power  practically 
to  devise  lands,  by  means  of  the  creation  of  uses,  would  sub- 
sequently have  been  recovered  through  that  construction  of  the 
statute  which  afterwards  gave  rise  to  the  modem  system  of 
trusts.  But  the  loss  of  a  privilege  to  which  people  had  long 
been  accustomed  was  felt  to  be  so  great  a  hardship,  that  the 
government  found  itself  in  a  manner  compelled,  without  waiting 
for  this  indirect  remedy,  which  was  probably  not  at  all  foreseen, 
to  restore  by  express  enaotment,  what  it  had,  perhaps  without 
due  foresight  of  the  oonsequences,  taken  away.  Within  a  few 
years  after  the  passing  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  the  Statutes  of 
Wills  permitted  the  devise  of  all  lands  held  in  socage  for  a  fee 
simple,  and  of  two  equal  third  parts  of  lands  held  by  knight- 
service  for  a  fee  simple.*  Thus,  within  a  short  space  of  time 
there  were    introduced   into   our  legal  system  two  separate 

*  It  was  probably  due  to  a  fear  lest  the  language  of  32  Hen.  8,  c.  1,  might 
be  held  to  extend  to  lands  in  tail,  that  it  was  expressly  restricted  to  lands  in  fee 
ample  by  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  5.     (As  to  these  statutes,  see  p.  200,  in/ra) 


HXECXJTORY  LIMITATIONS.  167 

methods,  both  Tinknown  to  the  common  law,  by  which  legal 
estates  in  lands  might  be  created  and  conveyed.* 

The  language  of  the  Statutes  of  Wills  is  exceedingly  wide, 
permitting  devises  to  be  made  by  the  owner  "  at  his  free  will 
and  pleasure " ;  and  there  existed  this  reason  for  relaxing,  in 
respect  to  devises,  the  severity  of  the  common  law  rules  relating 
to  abeyance  of  the  seisin,  namely,  that,  in  case  the  seisin  was 
not  completely  disposed  of  by  the  devise,  there  was  nothing  in 
the  theory  of  the  law  to  compel  the  conclusion,  that  during  any 
unappropriated  interval  the  seisin  must  be  in  abeyance.  A 
devise,  upon  becoming  operative,  necessarily  followed  upon  the 
death  of  the  testator ;  and  therefore  the  seisin,  during  the  im- 
appropriated  interval,  might  be  suffered  to  descend  upon  his 
heir-at-law,  who  would  have  taken  the  whole  estate  in  the 
absence  of  the  devise.  This  view  was  ultimately  adopted, 
though  not  without  opposition,  and  of  course  not  immediately 
upon  the  passing  of  the  statutes.  Some  time  was  required 
before  such  important  changes  in  the  theory  and  practice  of 
conveyancing  could  be  first  thought  of,  then  thought  out,  then 
generally  accepted  as  plausible,  and  lastly  adopted  into  the 
common  practice. 

The  remarks  in  the  foregoing  paragraph  only  suffice  to 
explain  the  emancipation  of  executory  devises  from  the  common 
law  rules  relating  to  abeyance  of  the  seisin ;  and  this  accounts  for 
only  a  part  of  the  distinction  between  common  law  limitations 
and  executory  limitations.  The  latter  are  untrammelled,  not 
only  by  the  rules  relating  to  abeyance  of  the  seisin,  but  also  by  the 
rule  which  makes  it  impossible  at  the  common  law  to  limit  a  fee 
simple  upon  the  determination,  or  in  defeasance,  of  another  fee 
simple.  ( Vide  supra^  p.  73.)  The  introduction  of  this  second 
element  is  explained  by  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Uses. 
Before  the  statute,  when  uses  existed  only  as  trusts,  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  in  prescribing  rules  for  the  limitation  of  uses,  did 


*  Undeir  cnstoma  to  devifle,  some  traces  of  exeoutory  devises  are  found  prior 
to  the  Statutes  of  Wills.  In  Fells  v.  Brown,  Gro.  Jac.  590,  at  p.  592,  the  oourt 
refers  to  a  deyise  of  land  to  ezeontors  to  sell,  in  case  the  heir  should  fail  to  pay 
a  given  sum  by  a  given  day,  as  being  what  **  hath  always  been  allowed.''  But 
the  subject  did  not  attain  to  much  practical  importance  imtil  after  the  Statutes 
of  Wills. 
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not  confine  them  within  either  of  the  above-mentioned  ^estri(^ 
tions,  which  were  applied  by  the  common  law  courts  to  the 
limitation  of  legal  estates.  The  Court  of  Chancery  did  not 
insist  upon  the  analogy  of  the  law  being  followed,  either  (1)  as 
regards  the  impossibility  of  limiting  a  future  interest,  to  take 
effect  after  or  in  defeasance  of  a  f ee ;  or  (2)  as  regards  the 
necessity  for  guarding  against  abeyance  of  the  freehold,  which 
had  no  application  to  uses  before  the  Statute  of  Uses,  because 
the  freehold  was  unaffected  by  the  use,  and  therefore  an  abey- 
ance of  the  use  did  not  cause  any  abeyance  of  the  freehold. 
Limitations  of  uses  were  allowed  which,  if  they  had  been  limita- 
tions of  legal  estates  at  the  common  law,  would  have  violated 
one  or  both  of  the  above-mentioned  rules.  When  the  Statute 
of  Uses  converted  uses  generally  into  legal  estates,  the  question 
arose,  whether  uses  thus  limited  in  contravention  of  the  rules  of 
the  common  law  should  be  allowed  to  take  effect  as  legal  estates 
by  virtue  of  the  statute.  The  ultimate  decision  of  the  courts 
was,  after  some  hesitation,  in  favour  of  their  validity.  This 
result,  however,  was  not  effected  by  permitting  the  freehold  to 
be  placed  in  abeyance,  but  by  recognising  sundry  hypotheses  for 
supposing  it  to  be  vested  in  some  person  or  persons  during  the 
imappropriated  interval.  In  the  case  of  wills  the  unappro- 
priated seisin  was  held  to  descend  during  the  interval  to  the 
heir  of  the  testator,  and  in  the  case  of  conveyances  to  uses  it  was 
generally  held  to  result  to  the  grantor. 

By  this  means  executory  limitations  were  iutroduced  into  the 
law.  It  is  possible  that,  if  executory  devises  had  stood  alone, 
they  would  never  have  acquired  their  freedom  from  the  common 
law  rule  forbidding  the  creation  of  a  fee  upon  a  fee ;  and  this 
quality  of  them  seems  to  be  satisfactorily  explained  only  by 
analogy  to  executory  limitations  contained  in  a  deed,  and  taking 
effect  under  the  Statute  of  Uses.  But  some  doubt  is  thrown 
upon  this  explanation,  regarded  in  the  light  of  a  positive  his- 
torical fact,  by  the  circtunstance  that  limitations  of  a  fee  upon  a 
fee  seem  to  have  been  permitted  in  executory  devises,  at  least 
86  soon  as,  or  even  earlier  than,  in  executory  limitations  made 
by  deed.  In  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  186,  pi.  3,  Lord  Nottingham  is  said 
to  have  stated,  that  the  case  of  Hinde  and  LyoUj  3  Leon.  64^ 
which  was  decided  in  the  nineteenth  year  of  Elizabeth,  was  the 
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first  o^e  in  which  an  exeoutorj  devise  over  upon  the  defeasance 
of  a  fee  was  held  to  he  good.  It  may  he  douhted  whether  any 
earlier  example  of  a  similar  executory  limitation  contained  in  a 
deed  can  he  found  in  the  hooks. 

Whatever  may  he  the  historical  connection,  in  these  respects,  Evenr  execu- 
between  executory  devises  and  executory  limitations  contained  ti^  of  free- 
in  a  deed,  it  is  certain  that  the  most  marked  chara,cteristic  of  ^o^^j^^^c^ " 

^  possible  in  a 

both  species  is  their  freedom  from  hoth  of  the  common  law  re-  ^ill» "  ^ 

,     ,  ,  ,   -  possible  in  a 

strictions  ahove  mentioned ;  and  that  it  has  never  been  suggested  deed ;  and 
that  in  either  respect,  so  far  as  regards  dealings  with  the  free-  ^*^  ^^'  ' 
hold  and  inheritance  of  lands,  there  is  any  difference  between  • 
executory  devises  and  executory  limitations  contained  in  a  deed, 
in  the  sense  that  anything  can  be  done  by  the  one  which  could 
not  (by  the  use  of  appropriate  language)  have  been  equally  well 
done  by  the  other. 

But  in  respect  to  deeilings  with  chattel  interests,  there  is  a  wide  Dlstinotion  as 
and  important  distinction  between  executory  devises  and  other  SSttels  real, 
executory  limitations.  There  may  be  an  executory  devise  of  a 
chattel  real,  or  term  of  years,  whereby  the  legal  estate  in  the  term 
may  be  given  to  one  for  Hfe,  with  a  quasi-remainder  over  to 
another  person,  which,  when  it  becomes  executed  in  possession  by 
the  determination  of  the  precedent  life  estate,  will  carry  with  it 
the  legal  estate  for  the  residue  of  the  term.  {Matthew  Manning's 
CasCf  8  E»ep.  94 ;  LampeCa  CasCy  10  Eep.  46 ;  Feame,  Cont. 
Bem.  401,  iv.)  Such  a  limitation  of  the  legal  estate  in  a  term 
is  not  possible  in  a  deed ;  because  such  limitations  in  a  deed  can 
be  effected  only  by  the  medium  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  and  no 
use  of  a  chattel  interest  in  esse,  as  distinguished  from  a  chattel 
interest  to  be  carved  de  novo  out  of  a  freehold,  can  be  executed 
into  a  legal  estate  by  the  statute.  Such  a  use  of  a  chattel 
interest  in  esse,  if  declared  in  a  deed,  not  being  executed  by  the 
statute,  can  take  effect  only  as  a  use  apart  from  the  statute; 
that  is  to  say,  as  a  trust.  Accordingly,  settlements  of  chattel 
interests,  when  effected  by  deed,  are  necessarily*  effected  by 
settling  the  trust  of  them. 

Executory  devises,  or  rather  bequests,  are  even  possible, 
within  certain  limits,  of  personal  chattels,  so  long  as  these  are 
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not  things  qtUB  ipso  usu  eonmmuntur.  But  such  bequests  lie  out« 
side  the  scope  of  the  present  work. 

Differonceein  And  although  it  is  possible  to  eflFeot  by  deed  every  limitation 

between  wills  of  freehold  or  inheritance  which  could  be  effected  by  devise,  it 

TMpect  to'  ^  ^^^  ^^*  follow  that  the  construction  of  a  limitation  contained 

executory  £n  a  will  must  alwavs  be  identical  with  what  would  be  the 

interests. 

oonstruction  of  the  same  limitation  if  contained  in  a  deed ;  and 
important  distinctions  exist  between  the  two  cases.  In  the  first 
place,  the  rule  which  requires  proper  words  of  limitation  to 
create  a  fee  was,  even  before  the  Wills  Act,  applied  much  less 
strictly  to  wills  than  to  deeds,  and  it  sometimes  happened  that 
words  which  in  a  will  would  suffice  to  devise  a  fee  would  not 
suffice  in  a  deed  to  limit  anything  beyond  an  estate  of  mere 
freehold.  In  the  second  place,  the  rule  as  to  the  abeyance  of 
the  freehold  was,  as  respects  deeds,  got  over  by  holding  that 
during  the  unappropriated  interval  the  use  in  general  resulted 
to  the  settlor ;  and  if  by  reason  of  special  circumstances  there 
appeared  to  be  an  intention  that  the  use  should  not  result,  the 
courts  held  that  it  would  not  result  contreu-y  to  the  intention, 
and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  in  such  cases,  by  analogy  to  the 
common  law  governing  the  limitation  of  estates,  the  abeyance  of 
the  use  had  the  same  effect  to  destroy  the  limitations  as  an 
abeyance  of  the  freehold  would  have  had  at  the  common  law. 
But  in  a  will  even  an  express  declaration  by  the  testator  would 
not  have  availed  to  prevent  the  descent  of  the  lands  to  his  heir 
during  any  imappropriated  interval.  (Fitch  v.  Weber,  6  Ha. 
145 ;  Re  Cameron^  Nixon  v.  Cameron,  26  Ch.  D.  19.)  Thus  it 
might  possibly  happen  that  in  a  deed  a  limitation  by  way  of  use 
might  be  held  to  be  void  under  the  rule  relating  to  abeyance  of 
the  seisin,  while  it  could  never  happen  in  a  will  that  a  devise 
could  be  held  to  be  void  for  the  like  reason.  (Adams  v.  Savage, 
2  Salk.  679,  Ld.  Eaym.  854 ;  Eawki/  v.  Holland,  22  Vin.  Abr. 
189=  Uses,  P.  p.  11,  2  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  753.)  Though  these 
cases  seem,  upon  principle,  to  be  open  to  adverse  criticism,*  it 
is  probable  that  they  would  now  be  accepted  for  law. 


*  "Oft  a  point  in  the  Law  of  Executory  Lmitatione.**  Law  Quart.  Bev.  Vol.  I., 
p.  412. 
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As  a  dedaction  from  the  foregoing  observations  we  arrive  at  General 
the  following  general  definition : — An  executory  limitation  is  a 
limitation  of  a  future  estate  in  lands,  or  of  a  future  interest  in 
chattels,  or  chattels  real,  which  would  be  invalid,  if  made  in  an 
assurance  at  the  common  law,  but  which,  so  far  as  regards  the 
freehold  and  inheritance  of  lands,  is  valid  either  in  a  will  or  in 
a  conveyance  to  uses,  and,  so  far  as  regards  chattels  or  chattels 
real,  is  veJid  in  a  will  or  testament. 

In  the  definition  above  given,  it  is  essential  that  the  limita-  No  remainder 

can  be  exe* 

tion,  though  valid  in  a  will  or  conveyance  to  uses,  shall  not  be  cutoty. 
such  as  would  be  valid  in  a  conveyance  at  the  common  law.  In 
construing  all  instruments  under  which  executory  interests  may 
arise,  whether  wiUs  or  conveyances .  to  uses,  it  is  the  settled 
role,  that  no  limitation  which  is  capable  of  taking  effect  at  the 
common  law  shall  be  construed  to  take  effect  as  an  executory 
limitation.  {Vide  supra,  p.  112.)  In  other  words,  since  a  re- 
mainder is  the  only  future  estate  which  can  take  effect  at  the 
common  law,  no  estate  shall  be  construed  as  an  executory  interest 
which  is  capable  of  being  construed  as  a  remainder. 

Two  classes  of  executory  limitations  may  therefore  be  dis-  Two  obuBes. 
tinguished,  corresponding  to  two  respects  in  which  they  differ 
from  remainders  at  the  common  law : — 

(1)  Devises  and  limitations  of  uses  whereby  a  precedent  fee,  i.  Limita- 
devised  or  limited  by  the  same  instrument,  is  followed  upon  a  fee. 
by  subsequent  limitations.  The  subsequent  limitations 
must  be  to  arise  upon  the  happening  of  a  contingency.* 
They  may  either  defeat  the  precedent  fee  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency ;  or,  if  the  precedent  fee  is  a 
determinable  fee,  and  is  so  limited  as  to  determine  upon  the 
happening  of  the  same  contingency,  and  this  contingency 
is  such  that^  if  it  happens  at  all,  it  must  happen  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  they 
may  follow  upon  the  regular  detormination  of  the  fee. 


*  Beoanse  it  is  imposable  for  a  fee  to  bo  so  limited  as  to  be  determinable  at  a 
fixed  period.    (VitU  iitfra,  y.  22i.) 

C.B.F.  M 
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2.  Limita- 
tions  of  a  f ree- 
hold  in  futuro. 


(2)  Devises  and  limitations  of  uses,  not  less  in  quantum  than 
a  freehold,  which  are  limited  to  take  effect  either  upon 
a  contingency  or  after  the  expiration  of  a  fixed  period, 
and  which  are  such  that,  if  they  had  been  legal  limita* 
tions  arising  at  the  common  law,  they  would  have  been 
void  as  tending  to  create  a  freehold  in  future. 

These  two  classes  will  be  found  to  agree  with  a  dividon 
proposed  by  Feame,  Cont.  Bem.  399,  400.  Feame's  language, 
which  is  confined  to  devises,  is  in  effect  as  follows : — 

The  first  sort  [of  executory  devises]  is,  where  the  devisor 
parts  with  his  whole  fee  simple,  but  upon  some  con- 
tingency qualifies  that  disposition,  and  limits  an  estate 
on  that  contingency. 

The  second  sort  of  executory  devises  is,  where  the  devisor, 
vnthout  parting  with  the  immediate  fee,  gives  a  future 
estate  to  arise  either  upon  a  contingency,  or  at  a  period 
certain,  unpreoeded  by,  or  not  having  the  requisite  con- 
nection with,  any  immediate  freehold  to  give  it  effect  as 
a  remainder. 


Diviaum  into 
shifting  and 
•pringing 
IxmitaidonB. 


This  partly  corresponds  with  the  division  of  executory  limita- 
tions, accordingly  as  they  do  or  do  not  defeat  an  estate  pre- 
viously limited  by  the  same  instrument;  which  is  eminently 
convenient  for  many  purposes  of  practical  discussion.  Those 
which  defeat  the  estate  are  distinguished  by  the  epithet  shifting: 
those  which  do  not,  are  distinguished  by  the  epithet  springing. 
When  these  epithets  are  used,  the  additional  epithet,  executory, 
may  conveniently  be  omitted. 

Shifting  limitations  are  styled  shifting  useSy  when  they  occur 
in  assurances  made  by  way  of  use,  and  shifting  devises  when  they 
occur  in  wills. 

Springing  limitations  are  similarly  divided  into  springing  uses 
and  springing  devises. 

The  distinction  between  contingent  remainders  and  executory 
limitations  has  been  so  repeatedly  pointed  out  and  insisted  upon, 
in  the  course  of  the  foregoing  pages,  that  the  attentive  reader 
^rill  be  in  no  danger  of  confusing  shifting  and  springing  limi- 
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tations,  which  are  to  arise  upon  a  oontingenoy,  with  contingent 
remainders.  The  following  examples  will  illustrate  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  classes  of  executory  limitations  above 
noted, — (1)  those  which  defeat  a  previously  limited  estate,  and 
(2)  those  which  do  not. 

1.  In  strict  settlements  of  real  estate,  when  they  are  made  by 

a  settlor  in  contemplation  of  his  marriage,*  the  limita- 
tions regularly  begin  with  a  limitation  to  the  use  of  the 
settlor  and  his  heirs  until  the  solemnization  of  the  in- 
tended marriage ;  and  afterwards  to  certain  other  speci- 
fied uses.  These  subsequent  uses  are  in  their  inception 
executory  limitations,  for  they  would  be  void  as  re- 
mainders at  the  common  law,  since  they  are  limited  after 
a  determinable  fee.     (See  p.  230,  infra^  No.  10.) 

Here  the  precedent  fee  is  a  determinable  fee,  which,  if 
it  should  determine  at  all,  must  determine  within  the 
time  prescribed  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities ;  and  the 
subsequent  executory  limitations  are  not  in  defeasance 
of  the  fee,  but  await  its  regular  determination.  If  the 
precedent  fee  had  been  a  fee  simple,  any  subsequent 
limitation  must  necessarily  (if  valid)  have  been  in  de- 
feasance of  it. 

2.  ^^  One  devises  lands  to  his  wife,  till  his  son  came  to  the 

age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  then  that  his  said  son 
should  have  the  lands  to  him  and  his  heirs ;  and  if  he 
dies  without  issue  before  his  said  age,  then  to  his  [the 
testator's]  daughter  and  her  heirs.  This  is  a  good  con« 
tingent  or  executory  devise  to  the  daughter."  (1  Eq. 
Ga.  Ab.  188,  pi.  8.)     With  regard  to  the  devise  of  the 


*  In  practice,  strict  Bettlements  of  real  estate  are  not  usually  made  in  con- 
nderation  of  marriage,  thongh  examples  of  sach  settlements  do  occur.  The 
more  nsnal  course  is  for  the  eldest  son,  tenant  in  tail,  as  soon  as  he  comes  of 
age,  to  concur  with  his  father,  tenant  for  life,  in  barring  the  entail  and  re- 
settling the  family  estates  in  strict  settlement,  gfiving  to  each  suocessiye 
incumbent  (as  he  may  be  styled)  power  to  jointure  a  wife  or  wives  and  to 
dharge  the  lands  with  portions  for  younger  children.  When  he  marries,  the 
marriage  settlement  does  nothing  to  settle  the  lands,  but  only  exerciaea  the 
power  of  jointuring  and  charging  portions. 
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fee  to  the  son,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  case  occurred 
before  the  Descent  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  o,  106 ;  and  that 
the  fee  simple  to  the  son  (which,  by  the  rule  in  £oraston^s 
Ca^Cj  3  Bep.  19,  is  a  Tested  estate)  therefore  passed  to 
him  by  descent  and  not  by  purchase.  But  now,  by 
sect.  3  of  the  last-cited  Act,  the  heir  to  whom  a  devise 
is  made,  is  deemed  to  take  as  devisee,  that  is,  as  a  pur- 
chaser, and  not  by  descent.  ( Vide  in/ray  p.  212.)  •  There- 
fore, at  the  time  when  the  case  was  decided,  the  execu- 
tory devise  to  the  daughter  came  under  the  class  of 
springing  limitations,  because  it  was  not  subsequent  to, 
or  in  defeasance  of,  an  estate  limited  by  the  same  instru- 
ment. But  as  the  law  now  stands,  the  fee  to  the  son 
would  pass  by  the  will,  and  not  by  descent ;  and  there- 
fore the  executory  devise  to  the  daughter  would  now 
come  under  the  class  of  shifting  limitations. 


Execntory 
interests  are 
desoendiblo 
and  deviae- 
able. 


The  benefit  of  an  executory  limitation,  which  purports  to 
create  a  future  interest  of  the  quantum  of  a  fee,  is  descendible  in 
a  regular  course  of  descent,  if  or  so  soon  as  the  person  is  ascer- 
tained in  whom  it  would  Test  if  it  should  then  become  vested. 
(Watk.  Desc.  13.)  And  all  executory  interests,  not  determin- 
able by  the  death  of  the  party,  have  been  held  to  be  deviseable, 
since  the  case  of  Roe  y.  JoneSy  1  H.  Bl.  30 ;  affirmed  in  B.  B. 
9ub  nom.  Jones  y.  ItoCy  3  T.  B.  88.*  They  are  expressly  made 
deviseable  by  the  Wills  Act,  7  WiU.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  3. 


Not  asaign-  At  the  common  law  executory  interests,  as  being,  in  the  eye  of 
atthec^^imon  ^®  ^^^*  ^^^  estates,  but  Only  possibilities  to  have  an  estate  at  a 
^^'  future  time,  were  not  assignable  by  act  inter  vivos.     (16  Vin. 

Abr.  462  =  Possibility^  B,  pi.  6.)  As  above  mentioned,  they 
might  be  released  to  the  person  entitled  subject  to  them ;  and 
they  might  be  bound  by  estoppel  of  the  party  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  them.  Also,  in  equity  they  might  be  assigned,  and 
contracts  relating  to  them  might  be  entered  into,  for  valuable 
consideration.     {Vide  supra,  p.  67.) 


*  ThU  doctrine  had  preyiooaly  been  denied.    See  £ithop  r.  FonntaiMf  3  Lev. 

427. 
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The  Act  to  amend  the  Law  of  Eeal  Property,  8  &  9  Viot.  o.  Now  made 
106,  8.  6,  enacts,  that  after  1st  October,  1845,  a  contingent,  an  JtSute.  *  '^ 
executory,  and  a  future  interest,  and  a  possibility  coupled  with 
an  interest,  in  any  tenements  or  hereditaments  of  any  tenure, 
whether  the  object  of  the  gift  or  limitation  of  such  interest  or 
possibility  be  or  be  not  ascertained,  may  be  disposed  of  by  deed. 

For  some  remarks  upon  a  suggested  interpretation  of  this 
enactment,  see  p.  99,  supra.  The  words  above  cited  are  equally 
applicable  both  to  contingent  remainders  and  to  executory  inter- 
ests. The  words  permitting  assignment  before  the  ajscertain- 
ment  of  the  object  of  the  limitation,  do  not,  of  course,  refer  to 
such  objects  as  are  not  yet  in  being,  as  in  limitations  to  the 
children  of  an  unmarried  person ;  but  to  such  objects  as  heirs 
apparent,  or  heirs  presumptive,  or  the  survivor  of  several 
specified  persons. 

By  the  introduction  of  executory  limitations,  and  the  conse-  How  far 
quent  emancipation  of  the  limitation  of  legal  estates  from  the  limitationB, 
rules  of  the  common  law,  the  obstacles  opposed  by  the  common  quent  toeetato 
law  to  the  creation  of  what  are  somewhat  vaguely  styled  per-  J*^*. ijf®  "^^" 
petuities,  were  made  nugatory  in  practice.  Moreover,  the  machi- 
nery of  common  recoveries,  laboriously  built  up  by  the  courts 
to  promote  freedom  of  alienation  in  fraud  of  the  statute  De 
DoniSf  was  found  to  have  lost  part  of  its  efiScacy.  For,  though 
it  was  never  doubted  that  an  executory  limitation  in  defeasance 
of  a  fee  tail  might  be  barred  by  a  common  recovery,  it  was  held 
by  three  judges  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  against  the 
opinion  of  Doderidge,  that  an  executory  limitation  in  defeas- 
ance of  a  fee  simple  could  not  be  so  barred  without  the  con- 
currence of  the  person  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  executory 
limitation.  {Fells  v.  Brotcn^  Cro.  Jac.  590.)  If  such  person 
had  been  vouched,  and  had  entered  into  the  warranty,  it  was 
agreed  that  the  executory  limitation  would  be  barred ;  but  this 
proceeding  would  merely  have  effected  by  matter  of  record  what 
might  equally  well  have  been  effected  by  release  between  the 
parties.  The  same  doctrine  is  also  applicable  to  estates  pur 
autre  vie.  The  opinion  was  expressed  by  Preston,  that  an 
executory  limitation  annexed  to  an  estate  pur  autre  rt>,  limited 
to  a  grantee  and  his  heirs  generali  cannot  be  barred  by  the 
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first  taker;  and  this  has  recently  been  affirmed  by  judioial 
decision.  (I  Prest.  Abst.  438;  Be  Barber* 8  Settled  EstateSy  18 
Ch.  D.  624.)  Thus  it  will  be  seen  that,  by  means  of  executory 
limitations,  there  emerged  into  practice  a  new  method  of  inter- 
posing an  obstacle  to  the  alienation  of  property. 

How  barred        A  claim  arising  imder  such  an  executory  interest  was  as  much 
oj^e,  within  the  language  of  the  Statutes  of  Fines  as  any  other 

kind  of  claim ;  and  therefore  it  could  equally  be  bound  by 
non-claim  on  a  fine  levied  with  proclamations  imder  those 
statutes.  (1  Cruise,  Fines  &  Rec.  313.)  But  for  this  purpose  it 
was  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  non-claim  of  five  years' 
duration  after  the  claim  under  the  executory  limitation  had 
become  enforceable,  that  is,  had  vested  in  possession ;  and  thus 
the  practical  eflEect  of  a  fine,  in  this  respect,  was  merely  to  shorten 
the  ordinary  period  for  the  limitation  of  actions  to  five  years. 
This  restricted  power  of  barring  executory  limitations,  other  than 
executory  limitations  subsequent  to  an  estate  tail,  was  lost  upon 
the  abolition  of  fines  by  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act.  It  re- 
quires carefully  to  be  distinguished  from  methods  of  barring 
executory  limitations  subsequent  to  an  estate  tail,  or  to  a  quasi- 
estate  tail  carved  out  of  an  estate  pur  mitre  vie.  These  took 
effect  immediately,  and  without  the  expiration  of  any  period  of 
limitation. 

Certain  The  Conveyancing  Act,  1882,  s.  10,  enacts  that,  where  there 

ex  ecQto  t  V  ,  «•«  •«<•  a 

limitations      IS  a  pcrson  entitled  to  land  for  an  estate  m  fee,  or  for  a  term  of 

circumstances  years  absolute  or  determinable  on  life,  or  for  term  of  life,  with 

voidir^^       an  executory  limitation  over,  contained    in    any  instrument 

statute.  coming  into  operation  after  3l8t  December,  1882,  on  default  or 

failure  of  all  or  any  of  his  issue,  whether  within  or  at  any 

specified  period  of  time  or  not,  that  executory  limitation  shall  be 

or  become  void  and  incapable  of  taking  effect,  if  and  as  soon  as 

there  is  living  any  issue  who  has  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 

3'ears,  of  the  class  on  default  or  failure  whereof  the  limitation 

was  to  take  effect. 

Bemarks  It  was  probably  the  aim  of  this  enactment  to  assimilate  these 

upon  the  *.  w 

aboye-cited     executory  limitations,  in  respect  to  the  period  of  time  during 

'mactment. 
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which  they  are  secured  against  destruction,  to  executory  limita- 
tions subsequent  to  an  estate  tail,  contained  in  a  settlement  upon 
a  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  sons  successiyely  in  tail. 
Such  executory  limitations,  as  well  as  the  estate  tail  itself,  can 
be,  and  in  practice  usually  are,  barred  as  soon  as  any  son  of  the 
tenant  for  life  has  attained  the  age  of  tweniy-one  years. 

It  is  not  clear  that  the  provisions  of  this  enactment  apply  to 
executory  limitations  in  defeasance  of  an  equitable  fee  simple. 
It  is  still  less  clear  that  they  apply  to  executory  limitations  of 
a  trust  of  a  term  of  years.  The  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881 
contains  a  definition  of  the  word  "land,"  which  would  un- 
doubtedly include  an  equitable  fee  simple ;  but  the  Act  of  1882 
contains  no  provision  for  incorporating  the  definitions  of  words 
contained  in  the  Act  of  1881 ;  and  by  separately  defining,  in 
almost  the  same  language  as  the  Act  of  1881,  the  words  "  pro- 
perty "  and  "  purchaser,"  it  seems  even  to  show  a  design  to 
exclude  the  definitions  of  the  earlier  Act.  And  in  any  case,  the 
definition  of  "  land  "  in  the  Act  of  1881  contains  nothing  which 
could  include  a  trust  of  a  term  of  years.  Executory  limitations 
of  such  trusts  are  clearly  not  within  the  language  of  the  above- 
cited  enactment ;  and  it  must  not  be  assumed  that  they  will  be 
held  to  come  within  its  intention,  because  the  possible  existence 
of  executory  devises  of  the  legal  estate  in  a  term  of  years  gives 
a  sufficient  meaning  to  all  the  language  used. 

The  obstacles  opposed  by  the  common  law  to  the  creation  of 
perpetuities  having  thus  been  rendered  nugatory  in  practice,  it 
became  necessary,  either  to  acquiesce  in  the  creation  of  limita- 
tions by  which  property  might  be  "  tied  up  "  for  indefinite 
periods  of  time,  or  else  to  devise  some  new  restrictions  for  pre- 
venting this  result,  which  should  be  applicable  to  the  newly 
introduced  limitations.  This  was  effected  by  the  introduction 
of  the  rule  which  is  now  commonly  known  as  the  "  rule  against 
perpetuities ; "  and  as  this  is  the  principal,  if  not  the  only, 
restriction  now  placed  by  the  law  upon  the  creation  of  executory 
limitations,  it  will  require  a  somewhat  detailed  statement.  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1882,  s.  10,  though 
it  affects  the  possible  duration  of  certain  exeoutoiy  limitations, 
does  not  interfere  with  their  creation. 
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ITie  Rule  against  Perpetuities. 
General  ^e  rule  against  perpetuities  fixes  certain  limits  of  time, 

remarkB  upon       ,  ... 

the  role.  within  which  every  executory  limitation,  not  being  a  limitation 
subsequent  to  an  estate  tail,  must  necessarily  vest,  if  it  vests  at 
all,  on  pain  of  being  otherwise  void.  The  rule  has  never  been 
considered  to  be  binding  upon  limitations  subsequent  to  estates 
tail,  because  such  limitations  have  at  all  times  since  the  inven- 
tion of  executory  limitations  been  liable  to  destruction,  either 
by  means  of  a  common  recovery  or  by  the  method  provided  by 
the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act.  Such  limitations  are  therefore 
not  obnoxious  to  the  mischief  which  the  rule  was  designed  to 
prevent.  (See  Nicolls  v.  Sheffieldy  2  Bro.  C.  0.  216  ;  Heasman 
v.  Pearse,  L.  B.  7  Ch.  275.) 

The  terms  of  the  rule  do  not  import  that  the  limitation  must 
necessarily  vest  within  the  specified  time,  but  only  that  it  must 
necessarily  vest  within  that  time,  if  it  vesta  at  all.  The  vesting 
may  depend  upon  a  contingency  which  is  such  that,  by  possi- 
bility, it  may  never  happen  at  all ;  but  it  must  be  such  that,  if 
it  does  happen  at  all,  its  happening  must  necessarily  fall  within 
the  specified  limits.  Though  it  may  be  such  that  it  either  may, 
or  may  not,  happen  within  the  limits  of  the  specified  time,  it 
must  be  such  that  it  cannot  possibly  happen  outside  those  limits. 

Much  elaborate  effort  has  been  expended  upon  attempts  to 
define  a  "  perpetuity,"  and  to  found  the  reason  of  the  rule  now 
under  consideration  upon  the  definition.  These  labours  seem  to 
be  superfluous.  Without  any  definition  of  a  perpetuity,  the 
proposition  is  easily  intelligible,  that  all  future  interests  or 
claims  in,  to,  or  upon  any  specified  property,  whether  real  or 
personal,  which  do  not  arise  under,  or  take  effect  by  virtue  of, 
the  rules  of  the  common  law,  and  are  not  subsequent  to  an  estate 
tail,  must  (with  a  few  exceptions  requiring  specific  mention) 
vest  absolutely  within  certain  specified  limits  of  time ;  and  the 
mischief  which  would  result  from  the  absence  of  any  such  re- 
striction, is  too  obvious  to  need  any  proof. 

Stages  in  The  period  of  vesting  (as  it  may  be  called)  prescribed  by  the 

dereloiMnent.   ^^  against  perpetuities,  since  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  remedy 

gradually  devised  by  the  discretion  of  the  judges,  to  meet  a  new 
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misohief  arising  out  of  the  raising  of  legal  estates  by  means  of 
uses  and  devises,  oould  not,  from  the  circumstances  of  its  origin, 
be  clearly  ascertained  from  the  commencement. 
It  will  be  sufficient  to  note  the  following  points  :^ 

(1)  It  was  settled  by  the  Duke  of  Norfolk^  Case,  3  Oh.  Ca.  1, 

Pollexf.  223,  that  an  executory  limitation,  which  must 
necessarily  vest  (if  at  all)  during  the  life  or  lives  of  a 
specified  person  or  persons  in  essey  is  good. 

In  that  case  Lord  Nottingham,  while  expressing  the  opinion 
that  an  executory  limitation  in  defeasance  of  a  fee  simple  (which 
he  used  as  an  example  of  executory  limitations  generally)  to 
take  effect  during  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  was  indisputably 
good,  further  observed  that  "the  ultimum  quod  sity  or  the  utmost 
[executory]  limitation  of  a  fee  upon  a  fee,"  was  not  then 
plainly  determined ;  but  that  it  would  soon  be  f  oimd  out,  if  men 
should  set  their  wits  to  contrive  that  which  the  law  had  so  long 
laboured  against.     (3  Ch.  Ca.  at  p.  36.) 

(2)  It  IB  now  dearly  settled  that  a  term  of  twenty-one  years 

in  gross,  that  is,  limited  simply  as  a  space  of  time  and  not 
with  reference  to  the  infancy  of  any  person  interested,  is 
allowed  in  addition  to  the  life  or  lives  in  esse.  {Lloyd  v. 
Carewy  1  Show.  P.  C.  137,  as  explained  by  Preston,  in 
his  argument  in  Bengough  v.  Edridgey  1  Sim.  173,  at 
p.  192;  Cadell  v.  Palmer,  1  a.  &  F.  372,  10  Bing.  140.) 
This  is  now  regarded  as  an  axiom.  In  Cole  v.  Sewell, 
2  H.  L.  0.  186,  at  p.  233,  Lord  Brougham,  while 
hinting  some  disapproval,  and  intimating  that  this  rule 
had  been  established  by  oversight,  admitted  that  it  wajs 
settled  law.  The  point  cannot  be  said  to  have  been 
indisputably  settled  until  the  decision  of  Cadell  v.  Palmer 
by  the  House  of  Liords  in  1833  ;  which  is  the  same  case 
under  another  name  as  Bengough  v.  Edridge,  dted  above, 
where  Sugden  obstinately  maintained  the  contrary 
doctrine  in  opposition  to  Preston. 

(3)  It  would  have  been  a  very  reasonable  restriotion^  if  some 
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connection  had  been  established  between  the  person  or 
persons  in  question  and  the  property ;  for  example,  if  no 
life  had  been  thought  admissible  for  the  purpose,  except 
the  life  of  a  person  having  a  prior  life  interest  in  the 
property,  or  the  life  of  the  parent  of  a  person  taking  a 
subsequent  interest.  But  no  such  restriction  seems  ever 
to  have  been  judicially  suggested.  In  Thellmaon  v. 
Woodford,  11  Ves.  112,  at  pp.  145,  146,  Lord  Eldon 
plainly  lays  it  down  that  the  number  of  the  lives,  being 
lives  simultaneously  running,  may  be  unlimited,  and 
that  the  persons  may  have  no  connection  with  the  pro- 
perty; provided  only  that  the  circumstances  make  it 
possible  to  ascertain  as  a  fact  the  dropping  of  the  life  of 
the  last  survivor  of  them. 

(4)  It  has  not  been  doubted,   since  the  case  of  Long  v. 

Biackall,  7  T.  E.  100,  that,  for  the  purposes  of  the  rule, 
a  life  in  being  may  be  the  life  of  a  person  en  ventre  sa 
mh^e  at  the  date  of  the  limitation. 

(5)  There  was  never  any  doubt  that  an  executory  limitation 
might,  at  the  expiration  of  the  period  allowed  by  the 
rule,  vest  in  a  person  en  ventre  sa  mere;  and  thus  a 
second  period  of  gestation  is  allowed,  at  the  end  of  the 
prescribed  period,  if  circumstances  should  require  it. 

(6)  But  the  periods  of  gestation  above  referred  to,  since  they 
arise  only  by  reason  of  the  doctrine  that  a  person  en 
ventre  sa  mire  is,  for  the  pr-esent  purpose,  a  person  in  esse, 
must  both  of  them  be  periods  of  actual  gestation  :  that 
is  to  say,  if  there  is  no  person  actually  en  ventre  sa  mire 
in  the  case,  no  extension  of  time  is  allowed  upon  the 
ground  that  there  might  possibly  have  been  such  a  per- 
son.    {Cadell  V.  Palmer,  1  GI.&F.  372,  10  Bing.  140.) 

Expressions  have  sometimes  been  used,  which  might  seem  to 
imply,  that  a  period  equal  to  the  term  of  gestation  may,  as  a 
term  in  gross,  be  added  to  the  permitted  term  of  twenty-one 
years.     Such  dicta  seem  to  be  erroneous. 
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Thus  the  effect  of  the  rule  may  be  summed  up  bj  speoifjing 
the  longest  period,  commenoing  with  the  coming  into  operation 
of  the  instrument  under  which  the  interests  arise,  during  which 
the  vesting  of  limitations  coming  within  the  scope  of  the  rule, 
may  be  postponed,  as  follows  :— 

A  life,  or  any  number  of  lives,  in  being — the  life  of  statement 
a  person  en  ventre  sa  mire  being  considered  for  this  of  ve«(^^ 
purpose  a  life  in  being — and  twenty-one  years  after  allowed  by 
the  dropping  of  the  life,  if  only  one,  or  after  the  drop-     ®  '    * 
ping  of  the  last  surviving  life,  if  there  be  more  than 
one.     And  at  the  expiration  of  the  aforesaid  period, 
the  executory  interest  may  vest  in  a  person  en  ventre  sa 
mire. 

Not  only  must  the  title  become  vested  in  an  ascertained  class 
of  specified  persons  within  the  prescribed  period,  but  the  shares 
in  which  the  different  persons  are  to  take  the  property  must  also 
then  be  ascertained ;  that  is  to  say,  the  magnitude  of  the  share 
to  be  taken  by  each  member  of  the  class  must  not  depend  upon 
an  event  which  may  happen  beyond  the  period  allowed  by  the 
rule ;  otherwise  the  gift  will  be  void  for  remoteness.  {Curtis  v. 
Lukiuy  5  Beav.  147.) 

It  is  unnecessary  to  cite  particular  cases,  to  show  that  exe-  Towhat  sub- 
cutory  devises,  springing  and  shifting  uses,  and  trusts  executed,  applies, 
are  bound  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  That  proposition  is 
now  an  undisputed  axiom  of  law.  The  rule  also  applies  to  trusts 
executory.  {Duke  of  Marlborough  v.  Earl  Oodolphinj  1  Eden, 
404.)  The  rule  also  applies  to  nondescript  equities,  not  amount- 
ing either  to  equitable  estates  or  to  express  t}*ustsy  but  being  in  the 
nature  of  claims  upon  specific  property,  arising  out  of  covenants 
and  other  contracts  for  the  assurance,  at  some  future  time  and 
upon  specified  terms,  of  a  proprietary  interest  {London  and 
South  Western  Railway  Co,  v.  Oomm^  20  Ch.  D.  662.)  In  the 
last-cited  case,  the  case  of  Birmingham  Canal  Co.  v.  Cartwright^ 
11  Ch.  D.  421,  was  expressly  overruled;  together  with  several 
earlier  cases  in  which  it  had  been  doubted  or  denied  that  non- 
descript equities  arising  upon  contracts  are  within  the  scope  of 
the  rule. 
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Collateral  But  it  is  necessaiy  that  the  equity  should  give  a  speoifio  claim 

to  some  speoifio  property.  A  general  olaim  to  damages,  upon 
the  breach  of  a  personal  covenant,  stands  out  of  all  relation  to 
the  rule.  {London  and  South  Western  Eaihray  Co.  v.  Oomniy  20 
Ch.  D.  562,  at  p.  580.  See  the  judgments  delivered  in  the  House 
of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Witham  v.  Vane^  Appendix  V.,  infra,) 

Remarks  Perhaps  the  distinction  referred  to  in  the  last  preceding  para- 

upon  £fpp4ll 

y.  £aii^,  graph  may  serve  as  an  explanation  of  Lord  Brougham's  remarks 
in  Keppell  v.  Bailey^  2  My.  &  K.  517,  at  p.  527,  to  the  effect 
that  the  covenant  in  that  case  did  not  tend  to  a  perpetuity.  The 
covenant  bound  the  covenantors  to  procure  all  limestone  used 
upon  certain  works  from  a  specified  quarry.  There  was  no 
proviso  for  re-entry  upon  a  breach  of  the  covenant ;  and  it  would 
be  absurd  to  say  that  such  a  covenant,  standing  by  itself,  gives 
rise  to  a  specific  claim  upon  the  quarry,  which  could  in  the 
future  mature  into  a  proprietary  interest.  But  in  so  far  as  the 
remarks  of  Lord  Brougham  were  grounded  upon  the  fact,  that 
the  covenantee  could  at  any  time  release  the  covenant,  they 
seem  to  be  erroneous ;  because  the  same  argument  would  suffice 
to  prove,  that  no  executory  limitation  can  be  void  for  remote- 
ness, provided  that  it  is  capable  of  being  released  by  the  person, 
or  persons,  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it.  This  doctrine  was  the 
foundation  of  the  erroneous  decision  (now  overruled,  as  above 
mentioned)  in  Birmingham  Canal  Co,  v.  Carttanght,  11  Ch.  D. 
421 ;  see  p.  433. 

It  is  worthy  of  observation  that,  although  the  general  principle 
laid  down  by  Lord  Brougham  in  Keppell  v.  Bailey,  namely, 
that  covenants  which  do  not  run  with  the  land  at  law  ought  not 
to  be  enforced  in  equity  against  a  purchaser  taking  with  notice 
of  them,  has  been  completely  discredited  by  Tulk  v.  Moxhay,  2 
Ph.  774,  and  the  subsequent  cases,  yet  the  decision  itself  in 
Keppell  V.  Bailey  might  be  supported,  in  accordance  with  the  dis- 
tinction laid  down  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Haywood  v.  Bruns- 
icick  Permanent  Benefit  Building  Society,  8  Q.  B.  D.  403 ;  namely, 
that  the  principle  of  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  does  not  apply  to  aflSrmative 
covenants,  but  only  to  prohibitive  covenants.  In  Tulk  v.  Moxhay 
the  covenant  was  partly  affirmative  and  partly  prohibitive ;  but 
the  decree  dealt  only  with  the  prohibitive  part :  a  remarkable 
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ciFcumstanoey  whioh  seems  to  have  slept  unnotioed  during  the 
interval  between  the  decision  of  that  case  and  the  case  of  Hay- 
wood  V.  Brunswick  8fc.  Society  above  cited.*  But  the  whole 
principle  of  Talk  v.  Moxhay  rests  upon  dubious  grounds  of 
equity,  and  it  seems,  in  the  courts  below,  to  have  been  carried 
to  some  absurd  lengths.  It  has  never  been  considered  by  the 
House  of  Lords ;  and  it  is  not  improbably  destined,  like  the 
doctrine  of  the  consolidation  of. mortgages,  to  have,  its  wings 
clipped  whenever  it  shall  come  before  that  august  tribunal. 

The  main  exceptions  out  of  the  operation  of  the  rule,  seem  to  Exceptioxw 

,  ^  ..  oat  of  the 

be  as  follows : —  rule. 

(1)  Conditions  in  defeasance  of  a  term  of  years. 

It  has  never  been  suggested  that  such  conditions  are 
within  the  scope  of  the  rule,  unless  (which  hardly  seems 
to  be  the  case)  a  loose  remark  thrown  out  obiter  by 
Mr.  Justice  Buller,  in  Roe  v.  GallterSy  2  T.  E.  133,  at 
p.  140,  amounts  to  such  a  suggestion.  Since  such  con* 
ditions  have  come  almost  daily  before  the  courts  during 
some  centuries,  there  could  hardly  be  a  stronger  proof 
that  their  validity  is  not  open  to  question. 

As  to  conditions  in  defeasance  of  an  estate  of  freehold, 
some  remarks  will  be  fcmnd  at  p.  174,  infra. 

(2)  Covenants  for  the  renewal,  whether  perpetually,  or  for 
certain  turns  only,  of  leases.  {London  Sf  South  Western 
Railway  Co  v.  Gomm,  20  Ch.  D.  662,  at  p.  679.) 

There  is  perhaps  some  difficulty,  upon  principle,  in 
explaining  this  exception ;  but  its  existence  is  beyond  all 


*  In  London  ^  South  JTetUrn  Bailway  Co,  t.  Gomm,  20  Gh.  D.  662,  at  p.  583, 
Jesael,  H.  R.,  observed  that,  'f  the  oovenant  in  Tulk  y.  Moxhay  was  affirmative 
in  its  terms,  but  was  held  by  the  court  to  imply  a  negative."  This  remark  is 
not  strictly  true ;  for  the  covenant  contained  an  express  negative,  namely,  to 
keep  the  land  "  uncovered  with  any  buildings.*'  The  doctrine  that  an  afi&rma- 
tive  covenant  in^lies  a  hegative,  introduces  much  uncertainty  into  the  law,  and 
18  very  liable  to  abuse.  It  might  easily  be  so  stretched  as  to  destroy  the  dis« 
tinction  between  affirmative  and  negative  covenants.  But  it  is  quite  possible 
that,  upon  the  streng^  of  the  above- cited  observation,  the  affirmative  covenant 
in  Kepp$U  V.  BaiUjf  would  now  be  held  to  imply  a  negative. 
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doubt,  and  has  repeatedly  been  recognized  by  the  House 
of  Lords.  {JEarl  of  Moss  v.  Worscpj  1  Bro.  P.  C.  281 ; 
Pendred  v.  Griffith^  ibid.  314 ;  Street  v.  AndersoUy  2  Bro. 
P.  C.  256.)  When  the  covenant  is  for  a  perpetual  re- 
newal, it  is  probably  regarded  by  the  law  as  being  only 
an  indirect  mode  of  alienating  the  whole  beneficial 
interest  in  the  fee,  under  oover  of  a  succession  of  terms 
of  years. 

(3)  Negative  covenants  which  are  contained  in  conveyances 
of  the  fee,  and,  upon  the  principle  of  Tulk  v.  Moxhay^ 
2  Ph.  774,  "  run  with  the  land"  in  equity,  though  not 
at  law.  {London  8f  South  Western  Bailway  v.  Oommj 
20  Ch.  D.  662,  at  p.  683 ;  Mackenzie  v.  Childera,  43  Ch. 
D.  266.) 

Whether  the        The  question,  whether  a  common  law  condition  in  defeasance 
common  law    ^^  <^  estate  of  freehold,  is  within  the  rule  against  perpetuities, 
def(^M^'?f  ^  *^®  sense  that  it  is  void  if  it  may  defeat  the  estate  at  a  time 
a  freehold.      more  remote  than  is  allowed  by  the  rule,  may  perhaps,  in  view 
of  the  present  disposition  of  the  courts,  which  leans  strongly  in 
favour  of  the  rule,  be  a  question  requiring  to  be  treated  with 
some  degree  of  caution.     The  affirmative  reply  is  open  to  the 
obvious  objection,  that  the  rules  relating  to  common  law  con- 
ditions had  been  settled  for  some  centuries  before  the  rule 
against  perpetuities  had  been  thought  of,  and  that  there  is  not 
only  no  trace  to  be  found,  in  the  old  common  law  authorities,  of 
any  disposition  to  apply  what  may  be  called  a  "  time  test "  to 
oommon  law  conditions,  but  their  language  by  the  clearest  im- 
plication asserts  the  absence  of  any  such  rule. 

In  the  old  common  law  authorities,  down  to  and  including 
Lord  Coke,  there  are  innumerable  references  to  conditions  in 
defeasance  of  a  freehold,  expressed  simpliciter  without  any  hint 
of  a  restriction  within  any  period  whatever ;  and  not  only  [do 
such  references  invariably  assume  that  the  validity  of  such  con- 
ditions had  never  yet  been  called  in  question  upon  this  ground, 
but  in  some  cases  they  affirm,  by  the  clearest  implication,  that 
the  benefit  of  a  condition  of  re-entry  may  be  claimed  at  any 
distance  of  time  by  the  heirs  of  the  grantor.    At  a  subsequent 
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time  it  became  necessary  to  devise  a  novel  restriction  to  be 
applied  to  novel  forms  of  limiting,  or  otherwise  conferring,  an 
estate  or  interest  unknown  to  the  common  law.  Upon  what 
principle  can  it  be  said,  that  the  emergence  of  novel  matter  into 
the  law  had  simnltaneously  introduced  into  the  common  law  a 
new  rule  of  oonBtniction,  newly  made  applicable  to  matters  with 
which  the  common  law  was  familiar,  but  previously  unknown  to 
the  common  lawP  The  prescription  upon  which  the  common 
law  depends,  is  of  much  greater  antiquity  than  the  reign  of 
Henry  VIIL 

No  court,  except  the  High  Court  of  Parliament,  has  any 
jurisdiction  or  authority  to  alter  the  common  law.  (Co.  Litt. 
115  b.)  "When  any  part  of  the  common  law  is  found  to  require 
amendment,  the  legislature  alone  is  competent  to  apply  the 
remedy.  {Cunliffe  v.  Branckerj  3  Ch.  D.  393,  at  p.  410.)  In 
imposing  the  rule  against  perpetuities  upon  the  novel  limitations 
and  interests  to  which,  by  universal  acknowledgment,  it  is  ap- 
plicable, the  inferior  courts  did  not  alter  the  common  law,  but 
merely  laid  down  certain  terms  upon  which  they  would  interpret 
certain  statutes  in  relation  to  the  creation  of  legal  estates,  and 
upon  which  they  would  give  legal  effect  to  equitable  interests  of 
a  certain  type.  Much  more  than  this  is  needed,  in  order  to 
bring  matters  previously  settled  by  the  common  law  within  the 
scope  of  the  new  rule. 

Upon  these  grounds  it  is  conceived,  that  there  cannot  exist 
any  jurisdiction  in  the  courts  of  law  to  hold  that  the  rule 
against  perpetuities  is,  in  the  sense  above  mentioned,  applicable 
to  common  law  conditions.     But  this  conclusion  refers  only  to 
conditions  as  they  exist  strictly  at  the  common  law,  whereby, 
upon  a  breach  of  the  condition,  a  right  of  entry  accrues  solely 
to  the  grantor  of  the  estate  to  which  the  condition  is  annexed, 
or  his  heirs,  and  cannot  be  reserved  to  a  stranger.     (litt. 
sect.  347,  and  Lord  Coke's  comment.)     The  possibility  of  re- 
verter  upon  such  a  condition  can  neither,  at  the  common  law,  be 
assigned  inter  vii>08  nor  devised.     (Frest.  Shep.  T.  120.)     And  Saggeetion  as 
it  might  plausibly  be  maintained,  that  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  106,  s.  6,  mento  uad 
and  the  Wills  Act,  s.  3,  by  which  such  possibilities  are  made  ^^«««« 
assignable  and  deviseable,  tacitly  and  by  implication  impose 
upon  assignments  and  devises  of  them,  though  not  upon  the 
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conditions  themselves,  the  liability  to  the  rule  against  per- 
petuities. 

There  exists  no  judicial  decision,  so  far  as  the  present  writer 
is  aware,  that  a  strictly  common  law  condition  is  subject  to  the 
rule  against  perpetuities.  In  Flower  v.  Hartoppy  6  Beav.  476, 
it  was  assumed  that  such  a  condition  was  valid  in  perpetuity  in 
a  crown  grant ;  though  it  was  held  that  the  condition  had  subse- 
quently been  destroyed  by  the  act  of  the  crown. 

In  JRe  Mackat/y  L.  B.  20  Eq.  186,  the  condition,  or  con- 
ditional clause,  which  was  in  dispute  may  be  styled  a  common 
law  condition,  in  the  sense  that,  standing  by  itself  it  might 
import  a  condition  at  the  common  law ;  and  Jessel,  M.  R.,  by  the 
way  in  which  he  remarked  that,  since  it  was  confined  to  a  life 
in  being,  it  could  not  be  open  to  any  objection  upon  the  ground 
of  remoteness,  may  be  thought  to  have  given  an  intimation  of 
his  opinion.  But  the  mere  surmise  that  he  may  have  intended 
to  deliver  an  obiter  dictum^  would  be  a  slender  foundation  upon 
which  to  build  an  important  conclusion  of  law.  At  p.  190  he 
also  added  the  further  remark : — "  Then  it  [the  condition  in 
question]  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  limited  as  to  time,  except  in 
this  way,  that  it  is  limited  to  the  life  of  the  first  tenant  in  tail ; 
of  course,  if  unlimited  as  to  time,  it  would  be  void  for  remote- 
ness under  another  rule."  But  this  remark  bears  plain  traces 
of  confusion  and  mistake ;  for  the  case  contains  nothing  about 
any  tenant  in  tail.  Moreover,  though  the  form  of  words  referred 
to  might  at  the  common  law  import  a  condition,  and  may  in 
this  sense  be  styled  a  common  law  condition,  yet  the  sub- 
sequent destination  of  the  property,  apparently  not  being  in 
favour  of  the  heir  of  the  testator,  could  take  effect,  if  at  all, 
only  as  an  executory  limitation;  and  therefore  the  language 
of  the  learned  judge  may  be  explained  by  supposing  that 
he  was  rather  referring  to  the  validity  of  the  subsequent 
limitation  than  to  the  validity  of  the  conditional  clause  re- 
garded as  a  condition.  This  is  equivalent  to  saying  (what 
seems,  in  fact,  to  be  the  case)  that  the  learned  judge  was 
not  refeiring  to  conditions  at  all,  but  to  executory  limita- 
tions. For  the  same  reason,  the  expressions  used  by  the  same 
learned  judge  in  London  and  South  Western  Railway  v.  Oomm^ 
20  Ch.  P.  662,  at  p.  582,  afford  no  indication  of  his  opinion 
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nipon  the  question  now  under  discufision.  He  evidently  thought 
that  "  a  limitation  to  A.  in  fee,  with  a  proviso  that  whenever  a 
notice  in  writing  is  sent  and  100/.  paid  by  B  or  his  heirs  to  A 
or  his  heirs,  the  estate  shall  vest  in  B  and  his  heirs/'  would  be 
within  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  But,  in  the  words  imme- 
diately preceding  those  cited,  he  styled  the  limitation,  or  form  of 
words,  to  which  he  meant  to  refer,  a  "  conditional  limitation ; " 
and  in  all  the  many  meanings  of  that  much-abused  phrase,  it 
has  at  least  been  always  carefully  distinguished  from  a  common 
law  condition.  In  one  of  its  meanings,  the  phrase  '*  conditional 
limitation  "  is  used  to  denote  an  executory  limitation,  which  is 
to  take  effect  in  defeasance  of  a  prior  estate  of  freehold,  upon 
the  happening  of  a  contingency  which  is  in  the  nature  of  the 
performance  of  a  condition.  This  meaning  fits  exceedingly 
well  into  the  words  above  cited ;  and  no  doubt  exists  that  such 
conditional  limitations  are  subject  to  the  rule  against  per- 
petuities. But  this  proves  nothing  about  common  law  con- 
ditions. 

In  JDunn  v.  jP/oorf,  25  Ch.  D.  629,  the  opinion  expressed  by 
Mr.  Justice  North,  that  a  common  law  condition  is  subject  to 
the  rule  against  perpetuities,  was  obiier  dictum.  Not  only  is  it 
not  material  to  the  decision,  but  it  makes  against  the  decision, 
BO  far  as  it  goes.  The  decision  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  28  Ch.  D.  586;  but  nothing  was  said  to 
support  the  obiter  dictum. 

Moreover,  casual  remarks  delivered  obitery  whatever  may  be 
the  learning  and  experience  of  their  authors,  cannot  rationally 
be  regarded  as  having  sufficient  weight  to  decide  an  obscure 
question  of  law  which  has  never  been  properly  considered. 

It  may,  however,  be  surmised  with  some  confidence,  that  at 
the  present  day  the  courts  would  not  acquiesce  in  the  conclusion 
above  drawn  without  great  reluctance.  Therefore  no  convey- 
ancer could  be  advised,  in  the  absence  of  express  judicial  deci- 
sion, to  rely  in  practice  upon  the  conclusioD,  that  common  law 
conditions  are  not  within  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  But 
every  argument  that  can  be  derived  from  history  and  general 
jMrinciple  seems  to  be  in  its  favour. 

The  question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  particular  limitation  is  to  Remoteocas 

does  not 
CR.P.  N 
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depend  npon 
the  eyent. 


be  decided  at  the  time  when  the  instrument  under  which  it  arises 
comes  into  operation;  and  the  answer  to  the  question  is  quite 
independent  of  what  happens  to  be  the  course  of  subsequent 
events.  If  it  is  possible,  in  the  nature  of  things,  that  the  limita- 
tion may  not  vest  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  period 
specified  by  the  rule,  it  is  void  for  remoteness ;  and  the  subse- 
quent happening  of  any  event  whereby,  if  held  to  be  valid,  it 
would  in  fact  have  vested  within  the  specified  period,  will  not 
make  it  valid.  Nor  will  the  fact  that  a  specified  person,  a 
married  woman,  was,  at  the  date  of  the  coming  into  operation  of 
the  instrument  creating  a  power,  past  the  age  of  child-bearing, 
suffice  to  take  out  of  the  rule  a  case  which,  upon  the  hypothesis 
that  she  might  subsequently  have  had  children,  would  have 
been  within  its  scope.  {Jee  v.  Audley,  1  Cox,  324  ;  Re  Sayer^a 
TrmtSy  L.  R.  6  Eq.  319 ;  Re  Dawson^  Johnston  v.  Hilly  39  Ch. 
D.  155.  The  contrary  view  taken  in  Cooper  v.  Larochey  17  Ch. 
D.  368,  may  safely  be  disregarded.) 


limitatioDB 
to  aolaas  of 
objects. 


If  the  limitation  is  in  favour  of  the  whole  of  a  class,  as  to  some 
of  whom  it  would  be  good,  but  as  to  others  it  is  void  for  remote- 
ness, the  limitation  fails  as  to  the  whole.  {Pearks  v.  Moselet/y  5 
App.  Cas.  714.)  But  this  rule  seems  to  be  founded,  so  far  as 
regards  wills,  upon  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  benefit  the 
whole  class  and  not  a  part  only,  and,  so  far  as  regards  deeds, 
upon  the  fact  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  instrument,  the  limitation 
is  in  favour  of  the  whole  class  and  not  of  a  part  only.  It  is 
therefore  possible,  by  the  use  of  apt  expressions,  to  construct  a 
limitation  in  favour  of  such  members  only  of  a  class  as,  with 
reference  to  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  shall  be  capable  of 
taking  imder  it.     {Leake  v.  Robimony  2  Mer.  363,  at  p.  390.) 

Not  only  must  the  class  be  incapable  of  being  subsequently 
increased,  but  also  it  must  be  incapable  of  being  subsequently 
diminished.  {Blight  v.  Hartnolly  19  Ch.  D.  294 ;  which  case 
was  appealed  on  another  point,  23  Ch.  D.  218,  but  no  objection 
was  raised  upon  the  above-stated  point.) 


Failure  of 
limitation 
does  not 


When  a  limitation  is  void  for  remoteness,  any  subsequent 
limitation  to  take  effect  after  it  is  not  accelerated,  but  is  also 
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void.     (1  Jann.  Wills,  4th  ed.  283,  284,  and  oases  there  cited,  aooelwmto 
Also  Earl  of  Chatham  v.  Tothili,  7  Bro.  P.  C.  463.)  S^ST* 

A  subsequent  limitation  must,  of  course,  be  distinguished  from 
an  aUemative  limitation.  In  the  case  of  alternative  limitations, 
one  of  which,  standing  alone,  would  be  good,  while  the  other,  — ^ 
standing  alone,  would  be  void  for  remoteness,  the  limitation 
will  fail  or  take  effect  according  to  the  course  of  eyents. 
(1  Jam.  Wills,  4tii  ed.  285.) 

If  an  absolute  gift  is  followed  by  a  void  provision,  the  bad-  Bnt  a  void 
ness  of  the  latter  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  former ;  and  ^L^  an^ 
therefore  where  a  testator  by  his  will  first  makes  an  absolute  -^JjJ^  ^^ 
gift  of  chattels,  and  by  a  subsequent  clause  cuts  this  gift  down  moperatiTe, 
to  a  life  interest  followed  by  a  limitation  over  which  is  void  for 
remoteness,  the  absolute  gift  takes  effect,  imaffected  by  the 
attempted  restriction.     {Ring  v.  Harduncky  2  Beav.  352 ;  Taj/hr 
V.  Frobishery  5  De  Q-.  &  Sm.  191 ;  Ooodier  v.  Johnson,  18  Ch.  D. 
441.)     The  same  principle  applies  also  to  real  estate.     {Brotcne 
V.  Stoughtony  14  Sim.  369 ;  Ikirvin  v.  NewcomCy  3  E.  &  J.  16.) 
A  restraint  on  anticipation  superinduced  upon  an  appointment 
to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman  will  be  bad,  if  the 
restraint  may  continue  beyond  the  period  allowed  by  the  rule, 
although  the  interest  of  the  married  woman  may  vest  in  due 
time ;  and  in  accordance  with  the  principle  above  stated,  the 
married  woman  will  take  freed  from  the  restraint.     {Cooper  v. 
Larochey  17  Oh.  D.  368.) 

If  the  right  to  a  fund,  or  share  in  a  fund,  vests  within  the  Simikrly, 
time  limited  by  the  rule,  but  the  will  contains  a  direction,  that  diraotion  as 
the  fund  shall  not  be  paid  over  until  a  time  which,  if  it  were  ^  J*^SSl* 
the  time  of  vesting,  would  make  the  gift  void  for  remoteness,  'q^* 
this  direction  is  itself  inoperative  {Gfreet  v.  Gfreety  5  Beav.  123) ; 
and  the  fund  becomes  payable  as  soon  as  the  person  in  whom 
it  vests  is  qualified  to  give  a  discharge  for  it.     {Josselyn  v. 
Josselyny  9  Sim.  63 ;  Saunders  v.  Vdutiery  4t  Beav.  115 ;  8.  (7. 
Gr.  &  Ph.  240 ;  and  see  Curtis  v.  Lukiny  5  Beav.  147,  at  pp.  155, 
156.) 

When  an  executory  limitation  arises  under  the  exercise  of  «  Speoial 
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within  the 
rule. 


special  power  of  appointment,  the  time  from  which  the  period 
prescribed  by  the  rule  begins  to  run,  is  the  date  of  the  coming 
into  operation  of  the  original  instrument  creating  the  power, 
not  that  of  the  instrument  by  which  the  power  is  exercised. 
Therefore  nothing  can  be  done  in  exercise  of  the  power,  which 
might  not  have  been  done  in  the  original  instrument.  (Chance 
on  Powers,  sects.  1230,  1387 ;  Re  Brown  and  Silly's  Contract y  3 
Oh.  D.  156.)  This  rule  does  not  apply  to  general  powers,  be* 
cause  in  their  nature  they  are  incapable  of  operating  as  a  restraint 
upon  alienation.*  And  a  special  power  is  not  void  in  its  incep- 
tion, merely  by  reason  that  its  expressions  are  sufficiently  wide 
to  extend  to  a  possible  exercise  of  it  which,  if  made,  would  be 
void  for  remoteness ;  but,  in  general,  the  validity  of  the  exer* 
cise  of  the  power  will  depend  upon  the  question,  whether  the 
exercise  does  in  fact  exceed  the  limits  prescribed  by  the  rule 
against  perpetuities ;  not  upon  the  question,  whether  it  might, 
under  the  terms  of  the  power,  have  exceeded  those  limits ;  and 
if  the  attempt  to  exercise  the  power  is  prima  fade  in  part  good 
and  in  part  bad,  the  appointment  will  be  upheld,  so  far  as  it 
keeps  within  the  limits  of  the  rule.  (Slark  v.  Dakynsj  L.  E. 
10  Ch.  35.  See  also  Re  Teagm's  Settlement,  L.  E.  10  Eq.  564  ; 
Re  Cunynghame*a  Settlement,  L.  E.  11  Eq.  324.) 


Powers  of 
sale  and 
exchange. 


Doubts  have  sometimes  been  expressed,  whether  the  common 
powers  of  sale  and  exchange  usually  foimd  in  strict  settlements 
might  not  be  void,  if  appearing  to  be  exerciseable  indefinitely ; 
and  Feame,  and  other  eminent  conveyancers,  sometimes  ex- 
pressly restricted  the  exercise  of  such  powers  within  the  period 
of  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  afterwards.  (2  Prest, 
Abst.  159.)  In  1805  Lord  Eldon,  in  Ware  v.  Polhill,  11  Ves. 
257,  at  p.  283,  made  some  remarks  which  would  abundantly 
justify  this  precaution;  but  it  was  subsequently  decided  that 
unlimited  collateral  powers  of  sale,  which,  so  fax  as  they  might 
be  exerciseable  at  a  time  later  than  the  terms  of  the  rule  would 
permit,  are  subsequent  to  an  estate  tail,  and  are  therefore  liable 


•  This  doctrine,  that  a  general  power  is  not  liable  to  remoteness,  applies  to  a 
general  power  exerciseable  by  a  married  woman  in  respect  to  her  separate  estate. 
(Rout  y.  Jaekifm,  29  Gh.  D.  621 ;  Ee  Flower,  Mmond*  v.  Edmonds,  66  L.  J.  Ch. 
200.) 
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to  be  defeated  by  a  bar  of  the  entail,  are  vaKd.  ( Waring  v. 
Coventiy,  1  My.  &  K.  249 ;  Wallis  v.  D-eestone,  10  Sim.  225.) 
And  it  was  decided  in  Bat/ce  t.  Sanning^  2  C.  &  J.  334,  and 
Lantshery  v.  Colliery  2  K.  &  J.  709,  that,  apart  from  any 
argument  founded  upon  the  existence  of  an  estate  tail,  the  power 
is  valid  in  its  inception,  and  can  be  exercised  at  any  time  before 
the  ultimate  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple  becomes  vested 
in  possession.  The  subject  is  now  deprived  of  much  of  its 
importance,  by  the  provisions  of  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882, 
by  which  the  powers  commonly  given  to  trustees  in  strict 
settlements,  have  in  a  great  measure  been  superseded  in  prac- 
tice. It  is  certain  that  the  common  powers  of  sale  and  exchange 
have  not,  in  general  practice,  been  expressly  restricted,  as  to 
their  exercise,  within  the  limits  of  time  imposed  by  the  rule. 
This  amounts  to  indisputable  proof,  that  such  express  restriction 
is  not,  at  all  events,  necessary  to  give  validity  to  an  exeroLBe  of 
the  power  which  in  fact  takes  place  within  those  limits.  And  it 
is  to  be  observed  that,  as  a  collateral  power  is  spent  as  soon  as 
the  fee  simple  becomes  vested  in  possession,  and  as  this  must 
happen  within  the  time  allowed  by  the  rule  unless  the  fee 
simple  is  preceded  by  a  limitation  in  tail,  therefore  such  an 
exercise  of  the  power  must  always  be  capable  of  being  theo- 
retically justified  upon  one  or  the  other  of  the  above  stated 
grounds. 

It  has  sometimes  been  said,  that  gifts  to  charitable  uses  are  Charitable 
exceptions  from  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  {Yeap  Cheah  Neo 
V.  Ong  Cheng  Neo,  L.  R.  6  P.  C.  381,  see  p.  394.  See  also 
Thomson  v.  Shakespear,  1  De  Q-.  F.  &  J.  399,  at  p.  407.)  But 
it  seems  to  be  clear  that  a  gift  merely  made  to  charitable  uses 
by  way  of  executory  limitation,  if  it  be  such  as  might  by  possi- 
bility not  vest  in  interest  within  the  specified  time,  is  void, 
like  any  other  executory  limitation.  (See  Chamberlayne  v. 
Brockett,  L.  B.  8  Ch.  206,  at  p.  211.)  The  language  above 
referred  to  seems  only  to  mean,  that  gifts  to  charitable  uses  are 
valid,  notwithstanding  that  the  charitable  use  may  exhaust  the 
whole  fee  simple  or  absolute  interest  in  the  thing  given.  (See 
Re  Button,  4  Exch.  D.  54.) 

Somewhat  in  a  similar  spirit  it  seems  to  have  been  said,  oc 
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intended  to  be  said,  that  a  olaim  of  user  whioh  would  be  bad 
simpliciter^  may  be  made  good  by  the  fact  that  the  hereditament, 
out  of  which  the  use  arises,  is  lawfully  vested  in  a  corporation 
by  way  of  mortmain.  {Qoodman  v.  Mat/or  of  Saltashf  7  App. 
Gas.  633,  at  p.  669.) 

There  seems,  however,  in  this  respect  to  be  a  distinction 
between  gifts  to  charitable  uses,  and  dispositions  whereby  a  gift 
is,  upon  the  happening  of  a  contingency,  shifted  from  one 
charitable  body  to  another.     It  has  been  decided  that  dis- 
4  positions  of  the  latter  character  are  not  within  the  role ;  and 

that,  when  charitable  uses  have  once  been  validly  established, 
the  property  may  be  transferred  from  one  body  to  another  at 
any  period  of  time  however  remote,  and  the  objects  of  the 
charity  may  be  varied.  {Chris fa  Hospital  v.  Ghmnger^  1  Mac. 
&  G-.  460 ;  Be  Tykr,  Tyler  v.  Tyler,  [1891]  3  Oh.  252.) 

Mgin  of  the       The  rule  against  perpetuities  was  fixed  by  reference  to  what, 
existang  at  the  time  when  the  rule  was  invented  and  consolidated, 

might  by  possibility  happen  as  the  result  of  legal  limitations. 
At  the  common  law,  there  could  be  no  remainder  of  inheritance 
except  a  remainder  in  fee  simple ;  and  such  a  remainder  could 
subsbt  in  expectancy  only  upon  an  estate  for  life  or^^r  autre 
vie.  After  the  statute  Be  Bonis,  a  remainder  of  inheritance 
became  possible  in  the  shape  of  a  fee  taU..  The  rules  of  the 
common  law,  which  forbade  any  remainder  to  be  given  to  the 
unborn  issue  of  an  unborn  tenant  for  life,  and  which  forbade 
the  limitation  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  to  the  heirs  of  an 
unborn  person,  were  designed  to  introduce  into  legal  limitations 
some  restriction  analogous  to  that  applied  by  the  rule  against 
perpetuities  to  executory  limitations.  ( Vide  supra,  pp.  105, 106.) 
Under  the  legal  rule,  when  estates  tcdl  had  lost  their  inalienable 
quality  by  the  invention  of  common  recoveries,  the  strictest 
allowable  settlement  was  effected  by  giving  an  estate  for  life  to  a 
person  in  esse,  followed  by  remainders  in  tail  to  his  unborn  issue 
as  purchasers.  Under  such  a  limitation  it  might  possibly  happen 
that  the  tenant  for  life  would  die,  leaving  an  infant  son.  The 
tenant  for  life  and  the  vested  remainderman  or  reversioner  in 
fee  simple  could  not  (after  the  invention  of  trustees  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders)  make  a  good  title  during  the  existence 
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of  the  remamder  in  fee  tail  to  the  unbom  issue  of  the  tenant  for 
life ;  and  after  the  birth  of  such  issue,  he,  as  tenant  in  tail,  oould 
not  make,  or  oonour  in  making,  any  alienation  during  his  inf anoj. 
Thus,  the  fee  simple  of  the  property  might  be  so  settled  as,  by 
possibility,  to  be  incapable  of  alienation  during  a  life  in  being 
and  the  infancy  (which  might  amount  to  twenty-one  years)  of 
his  issue.  This  aoooimts  by  analogy  for  the  '^  life  in  being  and 
twenty-one  years  afterwards  "  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities. 
With  regard  to  the  further  aUowanoe,  by  the  latter  rule,  of  a 
period  of  gestation,  both  at  the  beginning  and  at  the  end  of  the 
time,  this  seems  to  be  due  to  the  strong  disposition  of  equity  to 
regard  a  child  en  ventre  sa  mire  as  being  in  esse  for  all  purposes. 
But  this  was  an  extension  beyond  the  utmost  limits  of  the  time 
during  whioh,  under  the  strict  rules  of  law,  the  property  oould 
by  any  possibility  have  been  tied  up  against  alienation ;  for  it  is 
the  better  opinion  that,  before  the  statute  10  &  11  Will.  3,  o.  16, 
if  the  tenant  for  life  had  died  leaving  a  child  en  ventre  sa  mire^ 
a  remainder  in  fee  tail  limited  in  &vour  of  such  child  would 
have  been  destroyed.     ( Vide  supra^  p.  128.) 

Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  the  doctrine  of  executory  limitations, 
though  restrained  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  reduces  to  a 
certainty  what  by  the  rules  of  law  can  happen  only  by  chance. 
It  permits  a  restraint  on  alienation  to  be  imposed  always,  and  as 
a  matter  of  sore  calculation,  during  the  longest  period  that  is 
possible,  under  the  legal  rules,  by  the  happiest  concurrence  of 
all  contributory  accidents. 

Whether  the  rule  against  perpetuities  applies   (apart  from  ^^®"*^^^ 
express  statutory  enactment)  to  legal  limitations  made  by  way  the  vesting 
of  remainder,  is  one  of  those  questions  which  ought  never  to  ram^deca. 
have  arisen.    It  implies  an  anachronism  which  may  be  said  to 
trench  upon  absurdity.     The  argument  from  history  and  prin- 
ciple against  the  affirmative  doctrine  may  not  intrinsically  be 
stronger  than  the  argument  against  the  application  of  the  rule 
to  common  law  conditions.    But  if  not  intrinsically  stronger,  it 
is  even  more  obvious.    Legal  limitations  had  flourished  for  four 
or  five  hundred  years,  and  the  rules  applicable  to  them  had, 
during  that  time,  been  discussed  with  the  greatest  assiduity, 
before  the  rule  against  perpetuities  had  ever  been  heard  of. 
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Moreover,  all  the  authorities  concur  in  the  tradition,  that  the 
rule  against  perpetuities  was  framed  upon  the  analogy  of  the 
ascertained  effect  of  the  rules  applicable  to  legal  limitations  by 
way  of  remainder.  And,  though  the  rule  against  perpetuities 
was  framed  with  reference  to  the  possible  effect  of  legal  limita- 
tions, yet  the  rule  itself,  regarded  as  a  proposition,  is  repugnant 
to  the  spirit  of  the  rules  applicable  to  legal  limitations.  And 
since  estates  haye  always  been  much  more  common  than  estates 
upon  condition,  the  absolute  failure  of  the  old  common  law 
authorities,  down  to  and  including  Lord  Coke,  to  give  any  hint 
of  any  such  doctrine,  applies  with  increased  significance  to  the 
present  case.  It  is  incredible  that,  if  any  such  doctrine  had 
existed,  no  hint  of  its  existence  should  have  emerged  into  the 
records  of  the  law.  And  in  this  instance,  the  claims  of  reason 
are  aided  by  some  strong  expressions  of  opinion. 

One  of  the  greatest  real  property  lawyers  since  Lord  Coke 
has  thus  expressed  his  sentiments : — 
Opinion  of  "  As  to  the  question  of  remoteness,  at  this  time  of  day,  I  was 

Sugden.  very  much  surprised  to  hear  it  pressed  upon  the  court,  because 

it  is  now  perfectly  settled,  that  where  a  limitation  is  to  take 
effect  as  a  remainder,  remoteness  is  out  of  the  question ;  for  the 
given  limitation  is  either  a  vested  remainder,  and  then  it  matters 
not  whether  it  ever  vest  in  possession,  because  the  previous 
estate  may  subsist  for  centuries  or  for  all  time ;  or  it  is  a  con- 
tingent remainder,  and  then,  by  the  rule  of  law,  unless  the 
event  upon  which  the  contingency  depends  happen  so  that  the 
remainder  may  vest  eo  imtanti  [that]  the  preceding  limitation 
determines,  it  can  never  take  effect  at  all.  There  was  a  great 
difficulty  in  the  old  law,  because  the  rule  as  to  perpetuity,  which 
is  a  comparatively  modern  rule  (I  mean  of  recent  introduction, 
when  speaking  of  the  laws  of  this  country),  was  not  known ;  so 
that,  while  contingent  remainders  were  the  only  species  of  execu- 
tory estate  then  known,  and  uses  and  springing  and  shifting 
limitations  were  not  invented,  the  law  [in  the  current  language 
of  the  lawyers]  did  speak  of  remoteness  and  mere  possibilities 
as  an  objection  to  a  remainder,  and  endeavoured  to  avoid  remote 
possibilities ;  but  since  the  establishment  of  the  rule  as  to  per- 
petuities, this  [kind  of  language  in  reference  to  legal  limita- 
tions] has  long  ceased,  and  no  question  now  ever  arises  with 
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reference  to  remoteness ;  for  if  a  limitation  is  to  take  effect  as  a 
springing,  shifting,  or  secondary  use,  not  depending  on  an  estate 
tail,  and  if  it  is  so  limited  that  it  may  go  beyond  a  life  or  lives 
in  being,  and  twenty-one  years,  and  a  few  months  equal  to 
gestation,  then  it  is  absolutely  void ;  but  if,  on  the  other  hand, 
it  is  a  remainder,  it  must  take  effect,  if  at  all,  upon  the  deter- 
mination of  the  preceding  estate.  In  the  latter  case,  the  event 
[upon  the  happening  of  which  the  contingent  remainder  is  to 
vest]  may  or  may  not  happen  before  or  at  the  instant  [that]  the 
preceding  estate  is  determined,  and  the  limitation  will  fail,  or 
not,  according  to  that  event.  It  may  thus  be  prevented  from 
taking  effect,  but  it  can  never  lead  to  remoteness.  That  objec- 
tion, therefore,  cannot  be  sustained  against  the  validity  of  a 
contingent  remainder."  (Sir  Edward  Sugden,  in  Cole  v.  Seicell^ 
4  Dr.  &  W.  1,  at  p.  28.)  The  judgment  of  Sir  Edward  Sugden 
in  that  case  was  afterwards  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
when  Lord  Brougham  very  forcibly  expressed  the  same  view. 
(2  H.  L.  C.  at  pp.  230,  231.) 

In  truth,  any  objection  against  the  validity  of  a  contingent 
remainder  grounded  upon  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  is  not 
so  much  an  objection  against  the  time  of  the  vesting  of  the 
remainder,  as  an  objection  against  the  duration  of  the  precedent 
estate. 

It  is  in  accordance  with  the  view  above  advocated,  that  the  Gontinffent 
statute  40  &  41  Vict.  o.  33,  which  exempts  subsequently-created  protected  by 
contingent  remainders  in  general  from  their  liability,  at  the  ^™iy  w^^ 
common  law,  to  be  destroyed  by  the  determination  of  the  pre-  ^^  rui©- 
cedent  estate  pending  the  contingency,  extends  this  exemption 
only  to  such  contingent  remainders  as  comply  with  the  rule 
against  perpetuities.     ( Vide  supra,  p.  130.) 

In  Cattlin  v.  Brown,  11  Ha.  372,  at  p.  374,  Sir  William  Page-  AsoUtary 
Wood,  V.-C,  is  reported  to  have  said : — "  I  apprehend,  how-'  contrary, 
ever,  that  a  contingent  remainder  cannot  be  limited  as  depending 
on  the  termination  of  a  particular  estate,  whose  determination 
will  not  necessarily  take  place  within  the  period  allowed  by 
law";  by  which  he  appears  to  have  meant,  the  period  prescribed 
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by  law  for  the  vesting  of  exeoutory  limitations.  This  observa- 
tion seems  strongly  to  support  what  was  said  above,  that 
objections  of  this  kind  are  really  objections  against  the  duration 
of  the  precedent  estate,  not  against  the  vesting  of  the  remainder. 
This  opinion  seems  to  be  hardly  sufficient  to  counterbalance  the 
weight  of  previous  authority;  especially  as  it  is  manifestly 
repugnant  to  principle.  The  year  1853,  as  Sir  G-eorge  Jessel, 
M.  E.,  observed  (on  another  point)  in  Re  Mackayy  L.  B.  20  Eq. 
186,  at  p.  191,  was  rather  a  modem  time  at  which  to  alter  the 
law  of  real  property. 

Since  the  publication  of  the  first  edition  of  this  work,  Mr. 
Justice  (now  Lord  Justice)  Kay,  in  Re  Frosty  Frost  v.  Frosty  43 
Ch.  D.  246,  not  only  expressed  the  opinion,  that  legal  con- 
tingent remainders  are  within  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  but 
announced  that,  if  it  had  been  necessary,  he  would  have  decided 
the  case  upon  that  ground.  The  ground  upon  which  the 
learned  judge  professed  to  decide  the  case  is  perhaps  not  of 
such  a  kind  as  to  strengthen  the  authority  of  this  dictum. 

In  conclusion,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  judges  are  very 
ready  to  extend  the  rule  against  perpetuities;  and  that,  though 
the  historical  argument  against  extending  the  rule  to  legal 
limitations  cannot  easily  be  answered,  it  can  easily  be  disre- 
garded. 


Restrictions  upon  Trusts j  or  Directions,  for  Accumulation  of 

Income. 

{The  Thellusson  Act,  39  8f  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98.) 

How  far  No  distinction  was  drawn  by  the  rule  against  perpetuities, 

18  allowed,  in-  between  the  right  to  suspend  the  vesting  of  an  estate  or  interest, 
rf^ie^Aot!^  and  the  right  to  dispose  of  the  intermediate  income  before  its 
vesting ;  and  therefore,  independently  of  statute,  the  law  per- 
mitted a  settlor  to  direct  accumulation  to  be  made  during  the 
whole  of  the  period  for  which  he  was  permitted  to  suspend  the 
vesting  of  an  executory  interest.  {Per  Lord  Cranworth,  V.-C, 
WOlof  Mr.  in  Wilson  v.  Wihon,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  288,  at  p.  298.)  Taking 
advantage  of  this  rule,  Mr.  Thellusson  fixed  on  the  Uves  of  all  his 
sons  and  grandsons  bom  in  his  lifetime  or  living  at  his  death, 
including  any  then  en  ventre  sa  mire, — for  such  seems  to  be  the 
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oonstraotion  of  his  will, — as  the  period  during  which  his  pro- 
perty (amounting,  it  is  said,  to  5,000/.  per  annum  in  land,  with 
personal  estate  to  the  value  of  600,000/.)  should  accumulate  for 
the  benefit  of  those  branches  of  the  respective  families  of  his 
sons,  who,  at  the  end  of  that  period,  should  answer  to  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  heirs  male  of  the  respective  bodies  of  those  sons ; 
thus  dividing  the  property  into  three  parts,  and  giving  one 
third  part  to  the  family  of  each  son.  It  was  calculated  at  the 
time  that  the  accumulation  would  probably  endure  for  about 
seventy  or  eighty  years ;  and  this  period  might  possibly  have 
been  further  prolonged  by  the  infancy  of  the  persons  in  whom, 
under  the  limitations,  the  property  would  ultimately  vest. 
According  to  the  common  mode  of  calculating  the  rate  of 
increase,  property  would  be  multiplied  more  than  a  hundred- 
fold in  the  course  of  a  century  of  unintermitted  accumulation. 
This  rate  would  give,  in  the  present  instance,  a  sum  approach- 
ing to  one  hundred  millions  as  the  amount  finally  to  be  divided. 
Tt  will  indeed  be  observed  that  Mr.  Thellusson's  directions  kept 
well  within  what  is  now  the  acknowledged  limit  independenUy 
of  statute;  for  he  might,  without  infringing  upon  the  rule 
against  perpetuities,  have  substituted,  for  the  contingent  addi- 
tion arising  from  possible  infancy,  a  fixed  period  of  twenty-one 
years.* 

Mr.  Thellusson  succeeded  in  his  object,  and  his  will  was 
established  by  a  decree  of  Lord  Loughborough,  Thellusson  v. 
Woodfordy  4  Ves.  227,  afterwards  affirmed  in  Dom.  Proc.  11 
Yes.  112.    In  consequence  of  this  decision,  the  statute  39  &  40  Aoocmuila- 
Geo.  3,  c.  98,  commonly  called  the  Thellusson  Act,  was  passed  restrioted 
to  prevent  such  abuses  of  the  letter  of  the  law  for  the  future.  ^  * 
This  Act  does  not  at  all  affect  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  but 
deals  only  with  the  period  during  which  an  accumulation  of  the 
income  may  be  directed  in  a  settlement.     This  period  which, 
independentiy  of  statute,  is  the  whole  period  during  which  the 
vesting  of  the  corpus  out  of  which  the  income  is  to  arise  may 


*  This  wag  not  indispntablj  settled  at  the  date  of  Mr.  TheUuBson's  will ;  and 
probably  the  oonyejranoei:  hj  whom  it  wa«  drawn  advisedly  refrained  from  g^ing 
to  the  utmost  limit. 
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be  suspended,  must  now  by  virtue  of  the  Act,  with  certain  ex- 
ceptions to  be  presently  noticed,  be  confined  within  some  one  of 
the  following  limits : — 

(1)  During  the  life  or  lives  of  the  settlor  or  settlors ; 

(2)  During  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of 
the  settlor ; 

(3)  During  the  minority,  or  respective  minorities,  of  any 
person  or  persons  living,  or  en  ventre  sa  niere,  at  the  time 
of  the  settlor's  death ;  or 

(4)  During  the  minority,  or  respective  minorities,  of  any 

person  or  persons  who  under  the  settlement  would,  for 
the  time  being,  if  of  full  age,  be  entitled  to  the  income 
directed  to  be  accumulated. 

The  Act  applies  equally  to  settlements  of  real  and  of  personal 
property. 

The  several  periods  for  accumulation  permitted  by  the  Act 
are  alternative,  not  cumulative;  and  the  settlor  cannot  adopt 
more  than  one  of  them.  ( Wilson  v.  Wilsmiy  1  Sim.  N.  S.  288 ; 
Jagger  v.  Jagger^  25  Ch.  D.  729.)  The  distinction  between  the 
third  and  the  fourth  is,  that  in  the  fourth  case,  the  minors, 
during  whose  lives  accumulation  is  permitted,  may  be  persons 
neither  bom,  nor  respectively  en  ventre  sa  mhre,  at  the  time  of 
the  settlor's  death.  But  this  latitude  of  selection  is  compensated 
by  the  condition,  that  in  the  fourth  case  the  minors  must  be 
prospectively  entitled  to  the  income. 

If  an  interval  is  directed  between  the  testator's  death  and  the 
commencement  of  the  accumulations,  this  will  not  enable  the 
process  of  accumulation  to  be  continued  after  twenty-one  years 
have  elapsed  from  the  testator's  death.  {Webb  v.  Webby  2 
Beav.  493.) 

How  far  It  is  now  Settled  that  any  provision  which  exceeds  these  limits, 

aM^uUtion  without  transcending  the  limits  allowed  previously  to  the  Act, 
are  void  for     jg  j^q^  y^i^  (^  fQfQ  \y^^  \^  good  for  such  a  period  of  accumulation 

as  might  lawfully  have  been  directed,  being  void  only  for  the 
residue.     {Griffiths  v.  VerCj  9  Ves.  127 ;  Longdon  v.  Simson^  12 
Ves.  295 ;  Haley  v.  Bannister^  4  Madd.  275.) 
But  if  the  period  prescribed  for  accumulation  should  exceed 


excess. 
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the  limits  allowed  previously  to  the  Act,  that  is,  should  extend 
beyond  the  time  prescribed  for  the  vesting  of  executory  interests 
by  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  the  direction  for  accumulation 
will  be  void  in  toto,     {Lord  Southampton  v.  Marquis  of  Hertfordy 

2  Yes.  &  B.  54;  and  see  Leake  v.  Robinson ^  2  Mer.  368,  at 
p.  389  ;  Marshall  v.  Holloway^  2  Swanst.  432.) 

With  regard  to  such  part  of  the  accumulations,  directed  to  be  "What 

1)000II16S 

made  by  wHl,  as  may  be  void  imder  the  Act,  there  is  an  intes-  of  surplus 
taoy,  unless  the  property  from  which  the  accumulations  arise  is  ^^ 
absolutely  vested,  subject  only  to  the  direction  for  accumulation. 
{Weatherall  Y.  Thomburghy  8  Ch.  D.  261.)  So  far  as  such  sur- 
plus  a«nimulationB  are  derived  from  real  property,  they  will  go 
to  the  heir,  and,  so  far  as  from  personal  property,  to  the  next 
of  kin.  In  the  case  of  a  settlement  made  by  deed,  there  will, 
upon  the  same  principle,  be  a  resulting  trust  of  all  such  void 
accumulations  to  the  settlor.  {Re  Lady  Rosslyn^s  Trusty  16  Sim. 
391,  see  pp.  394,  395.)  If  there  is  a  residuary  bequest  of  the 
personal  estate,  the  surplus  accumulations  will  fall  into  this 
residue.     {Haley  v.  Bannistery  4  Madd.  275  ;  Ellis  v.  Maxwelly 

3  Beav.  587  ;  O^Neill  v.  LucaSy  2  Keen,  313 ;  Attorney- General 
V.  PouldeUy  3  Ha.  555 ;  Jones  v.  MaggSy  9  Ha.  605.)  If  the 
residue  is  settled  by  way  of  succession,  the  surplus  accumula- 
tions form  part  of  the  corpus,  {Crawley  y,  Crawley y  7  Sim.  427.) 
If  there  is  a  residuary  devise,  the  surplus  accumulations  of 
residue,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  a  contrary  intention  in  the 
will,  go  to  the  residuary  devisee,  by  virtue  of  the  Wills  Act,  7 
WiU.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  25. 

The  excepted  eases,  to  which  the  Act's  restrictions  do  not  Exceptions 

_i      J  «  11  from  the  Aot*B 

extend,  are  as  follows  :—  restrictions. 

(1)  The  Act  does  not  extend  to  any  provision  for  payment  Kwt 

of  debts,  whether  of  the  settlor  or  of  any  other  person. 
(Sect.  2.) 

(2)  The  Act  does  not  extend  to  any  provision  for  raising  Second 

portions   for  any  children  of   the  settlor,  or  for   any  ^^^^  ^^' 
children  of  any  person  taking  any  interest  imder  the 
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Third 
exception. 


Ireland  and 
Scotland. 


settlement.     (Sect.  2.    See  on  this  subject,  Morgan  y. 
Morgan,  4  De  &.  &  Sm.  164,  at  pp.  171—174.) 

li  this  second  exception  should  be  construed  literally,  it  would 
seem  to  open  a  tolerably  wide  door  to  evasion.  The  following 
suggestion  has  been  made  upon  this  point : — ^^  It  is  conceived 
that  the  word  interest,  as  used  in  the  second  of  the  above  excep- 
tions, refers  to  a  freehold  interest,  or  at  least  to  a  long  term 
for  years,  in  the  property,  the  income  of  which  is  directed  to 
be  accumulated,  or  to  an  interest  in  the  funds  accumulated, 
considered  as  a  certain  corpuSy  analogous  to  a  corporeal  here- 
ditament; and  that  it  does  not  refer  to  a  mere  right  to 
something  issuing  out  of  or  collateral  to  such  property  or 
accumulated  funds.  Indeed,  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  exception 
would  open  so  wide  a  door  to  provisions  for  accumulation,  as 
virtually  to  repeal  the  Act."  (Smith  on  Executory  Interests, 
p.  422.)  But  this  suggestion  seems  to  savour  rather  of  recon- 
struction than  of  interpretation.  There  is  nothing  (as  the 
learned  author  in  effect  admits)  to  suggest  a  freehold  interest 
rather  than  a  term  of  years ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act's 
language  to  suggest  a  long  term  of  years  rather  than  a  short  one. 

(3)  The  Act  does  not  extend  to  any  direction  touching  the 
produce  of  timber  or  wood  upon  any  lands  or  heredita- 
ments.    (Sect.  2.) 

The  Thellusson  Act,  having  been  passed  before  the  union  of 
the  British  and  Irish  legislatures,  does  not  extend  to  Ireland ; 
and  by  sect.  3,  its  application  to  heritable  property  in  Scotland 
was  expressly  prevented.  But  now,  by  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  36, 
s.  41,  its  provisions  are  extended  to  heritable  property  in  Scot- 
land. English  leaseholds,  and  of  course,  d  fortiori,  English 
freeholds,  are  bound  by  the  Act,  irrespectively  of  the  testator's 
domidl.     {^eke  v.  Lord  Carhery,  L.  B.  16  Eq,  461.) 
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CHAPTEE  XV. 


OF    A    FEE    SIMPLE. 


In  the  language  of  the  English  law,  the  word  fee  signifies  an 
estate  of  inheritance  as  distinguished  from  a  fc««  estate;*  not,  as 
in  the  language  of  the  feudists,  a  subject  of  tenure  as  distinguished 
from  an  aUodium,  Allodium  being  wholly  unknown  to  English 
law,  the  latter  distinction  would  in  fact  have  no  meaning. 

A  fee  simple  is  the  most  extensive  in  quantum^  and  the  most  Its  quantum 
absolute  in  respect  to  the  rights  which  it  confers,  of  all  estates  ^ 

known  to  the  law.  It  confers,  and  since  the  beginning  of  legal 
history  it  always  has  conferred,  the  lawful  right  to  exercise  over, 
upon,  and  in  respect  to,  the  land,  every  act  of  ownership  which 
can  enter  into  the  imagination,  including  the  right  to  commit 
unlimited  waste ;  and,  for  all  practical  purposes  of  ownership,  it 
differs  from  the  absolute  dominion  of  a  chattel,  in  nothing  ex- 
cept the  physical  indestructibility  of  its  subject. 

Besides  these  rights  of  ownership,  a  fee  simple  at  the  present 

*  ^^  Feodum  is  the  same  that  inheritance  is.*'  (Litt.  sect.  1.)  Lord  Coke  ex- 
presslj  admits  that  the  usag^  here  adopted  is  the  more  correct,  thoug^h  he  has 
not  chosen  to  adhere  to  it.  '*  Of  fee  simple,  it  is  oommonlj  holden  that  there  he 
three  kinds,  yiz.  fee  simple  ahsolnte,  fee  simple  oonditionall,  and  fee  simple 
qualified,  or  a  base  fee.  But  the  more  genuine  and  apt  divieion  were  to  divide  fee^ 
that  it,  inheritaitee,  into  three  parte,  viz.  simple  or  ahsolnte,  oonditionall  and 
qualified  or  base."  (Go.  litt.  1  b.)  Also  in  the  next  page  he  saya: — "And 
therefore,  seeing  fee  simple  is  hareditae  legitima  vel  pura,  it  plainly  oonfirmeth 
that  the  diyision  of  fee  is  by  his  [Littleton's]  anthority  rather  to  be  di?ided  as 
is  aforesaid  than  fee  simple.'* 
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day  oonfers  an  absolute  right,  both  of  alienation  inte)'  vivos  and 
of  devise  by  will  * 

Practical  These  remarks  must  be  understood  in  their  general  applica- 

tion,  which  refers  to  an  individual  tenant,  as  distinguished  from 
an  ecclesiastical  corporation,  (lay  corporations,  when  entitled  to 
hold  lands  in  fee  simple,  having  generally  the  same  powers  and 
rights  as  individual  owners,)  seised  absolutely  to  his  own  use,  in 
possession,  free  from  incumbrances ;  in  which  last  word  must  for 
this  purpose  be  included  easements  and  profits  d  prendre.  The 
legal  powers  of  a  trustee  are  practically  restricted  by  the  terms 
of  the  trust ;  those  of  an  ecclesiastical  corporation,  partly  by  the 
common  law,  and  partly  by  numerous  statutes ;  and  those  of  the 
owner  of  a  servient  tenement,  by  the  rights  of  the  owner  of  the 
dominant  tenement ;  and  a  similar  restriction  must  be  made  in 
respect  to  profits  d  prendre. 

At  the  common  law,  a  condition  may  be  annexed  to  an  estate 
of  fee  simple,  by  a  breach  of  which,  if  it  is  a  negative  condition, 
or  by  the  performance  of  which,  if  it  is  a  positive  condition,  a 
right  of  entry  accrues  to  the  grantor  or  his  heirs ;  and  if  an 
entry  be  made,  the  estate  to  which  the  condition  is  annexed  is 
destroyed ;  whereby  the  fee  reverts  to  the  grantor  or  his  heirs, 
in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  before  the  grant  of  the 
estate  subject  to  the  condition.  But  the  benefit  of  a  common 
law  condition  cannot  be  reserved  to  a  stranger ;  nor  is  the  estate 
subject  to  the  condition  destroyed,  imtil  an  entry  has  been  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  right  of  entry.  (Litt.  sect.  347,  and  Lord 
Coke's  comment.) 

Moreover,  the  existence  of  executory  limitations,  which  are  of 
recent  origin  in  comparison  with  the  common  law,  renders  it 
possible  at  the  present  day  to  vest  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  a 
tenant,  subject  to  a  liability  to  be  defeated,  or  shifted  to  another 
owner.  The  liability  to  defeasance  by  executory  limitation 
differs  in  two  respects  from  the  liability  to  defeasance  by  a  com- 
mon law  condition, — (1)  the  benefit  of  an  executory  limitation 

*  For  some  remarks  upon  the  restriotions  affecting  alienation  inter  vivos^  during- 
the  interval  between  Magna  Carta  and  12  Car.  2,  c.  24,  see  p.  21,  supra.  Some 
remarks  upon  the  history  of  alienation  by  devUe  will  be  found  at  the  end  of  this 
chapter. 
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may  be  reserved  to  a  stranger ;  and  (2)  an  executory  limitation 
takes  effeot  without  an  entry  made  by  the  person  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  it. 

The  possibility  of  the  existence  of  the  above-mentioned  re- 
strictions and  liabilities  must  be  taken  into  account,  while 
enumerating  the  powers  and  privileges  of  a  tenant  in  fee  simple. 
These  restrictions  and  liabilities  (except  trusts,  which  are 
generally  destroyed  by  an  alienation  of  the  legal  estate  to  a 
purchaser  for  value  without  notice  of  the  trust)  cannot  be  got 
rid  of  by  alienation  or  devise,  but  continue  to  affect  the  estate  in 
the  hands  of  the  assign  or  devisee.  The  subject  is  further  com- 
plicated by  the  fact,  that  courts  of  equity  to  some  extent  inter- 
fere with  the  common  law  rights  of  a  tenant  in  fee  simple,  when 
his  estate  is  subject  to  an  executory  limitation,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  person  entitled  thereunder.  Upon  this  last  point,  some 
remarks  will  be  found  at  p.  196,  infra. 

The  quantum^  or  extent  of  the  possible  duration,  of  the  estate  Its  limitation 
is  accurately  measured  by  the  express  limitation  to  the  grantee  persons,  as 
aiid  his  heirs  simply.    No  greater  duration  than  this  can  be  con-  ^^'^^^^^ 
ceived  for  an  estate  as  distinguished  from  absolute  dominion.    It  tioDs. 
is  impossible  for  a  failure  of  heirs  to  take  place  by  the  actual 
(as  distinguished  from  the  constructive)  non-existence  (as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  non-appearance)  of  any  person  standing  in 
any  of  the  required  degrees  of  relationship  to  the  tenant ;  for 
failure  of  heirs  even  by  reason  of  bastardy,  is  in  this  sense  only 
a  construction  of  law  and  not  a  fact  of  nature.    Such  a  failure 
can  take  place  only  by  some  of  the  means  previously  enumerated 
under  the  title  escheat.    These  the  law  does  not  presume,  not 
even  a  mere  failure  of  heirs*  without  attainder  ;  and  it  therefore 
presumes  that  a  fee  simple  will  in  fact  endure  for  ever.    In  this 
respect  the  quantum  of  a  fee  simple  is  greater  than  the  quantum 
of  all  modified  fees,  which,  though  they  may  endure  for  ever, 
are  not  presumed  by  the  law  so  to  do,  and  upon  which  there  is 


*  *<For  the  law  doth  not  expect  the  determination  of  a  fee  by  his  dying  with- 
oat  heirs."  Felk  ▼.  Brown,  Gro.  Jac.  690,  at  p.  692.  Attainder,  as  has  been 
remarked  above,  does  not  now  cause  oomiption  of  Uood  or  failare  of  heirs.  See 
83  k  34  Viot.  o.  23,  s.  1. 

C.R.P.  O 
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a  possibility  of  reverter,  or,  m  the  ease  of  fees  tail  and  base  fees, 
a  remainder  or  reversion,  instead  of  an  escheat.* 


The  word 
heirs  neces- 
sary in 
express 
limitations. 


Before  the  coming  into  operation  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of 
1881,  the  word  heirs,  accompanied,  it  would  seem,  by  the  posses* 
.sive  pronoun,  was  necessary  to  be  used  in  the  express  limitation 
of  all  fees,  or  estates  of  inheritance,  to  a  natural  person  or  per- 
.sons,  as  distinguished  from  a  corporation.  (Litt.  sect.  1.)  Lord 
Coke  also  lays  stress  upon  the  copula  and,  (Co.  litt.  8  b.  See 
also  Mallortfs  Cme,  5  Hep.  Ill,  at  p.  112  a,  where  it  is  stated, 
in  the  first  resolution  by  the  court,  that  "if  a  feoffment  be 
made  to  A  to  have  and  to  hold  to  him,  or  to  his  heirs,  then  he 
has  but  an  estate  for  life,  for  there  want  precedent  words  to 
direct  the  words  in  the  disjunctive.")  But  it  does  not  appear, 
from  Lord  Coke's  observations,  that  the  copula  was  necessary, 
except  in  so  far  as  it  might  be  necessary  to  prevent  the  limi- 
tation from  being  void  for  uncertainty.  And  in  Wright  v. 
Wright,  1  Ves.  sen.  409,  at  p.  411,  Lord  Hardwicke  seems  to 
have  thought  that,  even  in  a  deed,  the  word  or  would  be 
treated  as  a  clerical  error  for  and,  and  be  construed  accord- 

At  the  common  law,  the  proper  words,  and  the  only  words  that 
can  with  perfect  safety  be  used  expressly  to  limit  an  estate  in 
fee  simple,  are  the  following : — To  A  and  his  heirs  ;  or,  if 
there  be  several  grantees.  To  A,  B,  &c.,  and  their  heirs. 
In  practice,  the  additional  words,  and  assigns  for  ever,  are, 
and  long  have  been,  in  common  use ;  but  it  is  beyond  doubt 
that,  though  harmless,  they  are,  and  always  were,  superfluous. 
{Brookman  v.  Smith,  L.  E.  6  Exch.  291,  at  p.  306.  This  case 
was  affirmed  on  appeal,  L.  E.  7  Exch.  271.)  > 

The  doctrine  of  Hargrave,  note  4  on  Co.  Litt.  8  b,  that, 
"  according  to  many  authorities,  heir  may  be  nomen  collectivumj 
as  well  in  a  deed  as  a  will,  and  operate  in  both  in  the  same 


*  Upon  the  subordination,  in  point  of  quantum,  of  different  species  of  fees,  see 
3  Prest.  Cony.  169,  170.  But  in  a  certain  sense,  all  common  law  fees  are  equal ; 
in  Uiat  the  grant  of  a  modified  common  law  fee  exhausts  the  whole  estate  of  the 
grantor,  even  though  seised  in  fee  simple  absolute.  See  Lord  Coke  on  Litt. 
sect.  1 1 .  But  his  language  implies  that  there  is  some  distinction  between  them, 
in  point,  as  he  stjles  it,  of  **  perdurablenesse." 
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manncfr  as  heirs  in  the  plural  number,"  is  stated  by  Preston  to 
be  founded  upon  a  mistake :  the  authorities  cited  by  Hargrave 
referring  only  to  limitations  contained  in  wills.  (2  Prest. 
Est.  9.)* 

In  the  limitation  of  a  fee  simple,  the  word  heirs  always  beara 
its  general  meaning,  when  standing  alone  and  unqualified  by 
words  to  restrict  it  to  heirs  of  the  body.  Its  significance  is  not 
liable  to  be  restricted  to  any  particular  class  of  heirs,  by  reason- 
merely  of  the  fact  that,  under  the  special  circumstances  of  the 
case,  only  a  particular  class  of  heirs  is  capable  of  an-  actual 
inheritance  by  virtue  of  its  use. 

A  limitation  to  a  bastard  and  his  heirs  gives  a  fee  simple,  not 
a  modified  fee ;  although  only  the  heirs  of  his  body  are,  imder 
the  circumstances,  capable  of  inheriting.  (1  Prest.  Abst.  273  ; 
2  Prest.  Est.  358,  359.)  And  similarly,  even  at  common  law,  of 
an  alien,  and  a  man  attainted  of  felony ;  though  at  the  common 
law  they  could  have  no  heirs.     (Co.  Litt.  2  b.) 

The  limitation  of  an  equitable  fee  simple  requires  the  same 
words  of  limitation  as  a  legal  fee  simple.  {Meykr  v.  Meykr^ 
11  L.  E.  Ir.  522.) 

But,  it  must  be  observed,  (1)  that  the  limitation,  where  it  was  Gases  of 
necessary,  was  not  always  necessarily  express  ;  and  (2)  that  all  ^j  SJpSedt"* 
limitation  whatsoever  was,  in  some  cases,  unnecessary.  limitation. 

(1)  Informal  limitation  by  words  of  direct  ami  immediate 
reference  would  suffice.     Thus  a  father  might  infeoff  his  son, 


*  In  1  Roll.  Abr.  832,  K.  pi.  1,  it  is  stated  so  to  haye  been  held  in  Clarke  and 
Daye$^  per  Popham  and  Fenner ;  on  which  Preston :  '^  In  this  case,  which  is 
Cheek  and  Day^  the  question  arose  on  a  will,  and  the  opinions  of  Popham  and 
Fenner  were  extra- judicial."  (2  Prest.  Est.  9,  note.)  On  Cheek  v.  Day,  see 
Feame,  Cont.  Bern.  150. 

But  in  Dubber  y.  Trollop,  Gas.  temp.  Hardw.  160,  Lord  Hardwicke  appears 
to  adopt  the  opinion  of  Popham  and  Fenner,  as  stated  by  Rolle.    (See  p.  161.) 

See  also  O^Keefo  y.  Jonet,  13  Yes.  413.  Bat  there  the  limitation  was  in  a  wiU, 
and  to  the  testator's  next  heir  at  law,  and  was  held  to  be  equiyalent  to  a  deyise 
to  his  right  heirs. 

By  special  custom,  a  copyhold  in  fe^  may  be  granted  without  the  word  heir&r 
(2  Prest.  Est.  67.) 

It  seems  that  a  rent-charge  in  fee  might  be  granted  out  of  a  manor,  by  any 
words  implying  a  right  to  receiye  the  rent-charge  in  perpetuity.  (IS  Yin.  Abr. 
472,  pi.  1  »  Heni,  A.  pi.  1.) 

o2 


I9tf 


THE  NATURE  AND  QUANTUM  OF  ESTATES. 


Statatonr 

woxdaoi 

limitation. 


Habendum  to  him  and  his  heirs,  and  the  son  afterwards  infeoff 
the  father  *^  as  fully  as  the  father  inf eofifed  him."     (Co.  litt. 

9  b.) 

(2)  In  some  cases  no  limitation  was  required.  Thus,  one  of 
several  coparceners,  or  one  of  several  joint  tenants,  seised  in  fee 
simple,  might  release  to  another  without  words  of  limitation. 
(Co.  litt.  9  b ;  ibid.  273  b ;  litt.  sect.  304.)  On  a  partition 
between  two  coparceners  seised  in  fee  simple,  a  rent  granted  by 
one  to  the  other  for  equality  of  partition,  without  words  of 
limitation,  was  in  fee  simple.     (Prest.  Shop.  T.  101 ;  Co.  litt. 

10  a.)  By  a  bargain  and  sale  for  valuable  consideration,  the 
fee  simple  might  pass  without  limitation  (10  Vin.  Abr.  235 
s=  Estatey  K.  2,  pi.  2 ;  as  also  by  a  fine  come  ceo,  and  a  fine  sur 
concessit  (Shop.  T.  4;  1  Salk.  340;  2  Prest.  Est.  51,  52) ;  and 
by  a  recovery.    (Co.  Litt.  9  b ;  2  Cruise,  Fines  &  Eec.  15.) 

Sect.  51  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881  enacts,  that  in 
deeds  executed  after  the  31st  December,  1881,  it  shall  be  suffi- 
cient, in  the  limitation  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  to  use  ther 
words  in  fee  simple  without  the  word  heirs. 


Restrictions 
imposed  by- 
equity,  when 
the  estate  is 
subject  to 
executory 
limitation. 


Both  the  quantum  of  the  estate,  and  also  the  privileges  of 
user  (as  distinguished  from  the  right,  or  capacity,  to  alienate) 
which  it  confers,  are  the  same  when  it  arises  by  implied  limita^ 
tion,  or  without  limitation,  as  when  it  arises  by  express  limita- 
tion. And,  generally,  it  may  be  said  that  the  rights  of  a  tenant 
in  fee  simple,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  are  independent  of  the 
method  by  which  his  estate  arises.  But  this  proposition  is  sub- 
ject, in  equity,  to  some  modification,  when  his  estate  is  liable  to 
be  defeated  by  an  executory  limitation. 

It  was  formerly  thought  that  a  tenant  in  fee  simple,  whose 
estate  is  liable  to  be  defeated  by  an  executory  limitation,  stood 
in  equity  in  no  better  position,  as  regards  the  right  to  commit 
waste,  than  a  tenant  for  life  punishable  for  waste.  {Robinsan  v. 
Litton,  3  Atk.  209 ;  Stamfield  v.  Habei-gham,  10  Ves.  273.) 
But  it  has  more  recently  been  decided  that,  in  the  absence  of 
express  provision,  he  is  practically  in  the  same  position  as  a 
tenant  for  life  without  impeachment  of  waste.     (Turner  v. 
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Wright,  2  De  G.  F.  &  J.  234 ;  see  p.  246.)  Such  a  tenant  in 
fee  simple  may  be  made  punishable  for  waste  bj  an  oxpreas 
provision  contained  in  the  instrument  under  which  his  estate 
Arises.     {Blake  v.  Peters,  1  De  G..  J.  &  S.  346.) 

Since  the  liability  to  defeasance  by  executory  limitation  fol- 
lows the  estate  into  the  hands  of  an  assignee  or  devisee,  it 
implies  a  disability  to  alienate  for  an  unincumbered  fee  simple. 
But  a  tenant  in  fee  simple,  with  an  executory  limitation,  gift,  Statntoiy 
or  disposition  over,  on  failiire  of  his  issue,  or  in  any  other  event,  P®^®"' 
has,  when  his  estate  is  in  possession,  the  powers  conferred  upon 
a  tenant  for  Ufe  under  a  settlement  by  the  Settled  Land  Act, 
1882.  (See  sect.  58,  sub-s.  1,  ii.,  of  that  Act.)  These  include 
powers  of  sale,  exchange,  and  partition.  The  effect  of  sect.  58, 
sub-s.  (2),  and  sect.  20,  seems  to  be,  that  estates  limited  by 
assurances  executed  by  virtue  of  these  statutory  powers,  will  be 
Talid  as  against  all  persons  claiming  any  estate  to  which  the 
settlor,  who  created  the  fee  simple  subject  to  the  executory  limi- 
tation, was  entitled  at  the  time  when  the  instrument,  under 
which  such  fee  simple  arises,  came  into  operation ;  but  are  sub- 
ject to  all  charges  and  assurances  made  for  money  actually 
received  between  that  time  and  the  exercise  of  the  statutory 
power.'  An  executory  limitation,  in  defeasance  of  a  fee  simple, 
if  it  be  to  take  effect  on  default  or  failure  of  all  or  any  of  the 
issue  of  the  person  entitled,  subject  thereto,  will  now,  by  the  . 
Conveyancing  Act,  1882,  s.  10,  become  void  so  soon  as  there  is 
living  any  issue  who  has  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
of  the  class  on  default  or  failure  whereof  the  limitation  was  to 
take  effect. 

Except  in  the  case  of  a  gift  in  frankalmoigne,  the  use  of  the  Thelimitatiosi 
word  successors  is  necessary,  by  the  common  law,  for  the  limita-  ?J'®^  ample 
tion  of  a  fee  simple  to  a  corporation  sole ;  and  without  it  only  tions. 
an  estate  passed  for  the  life  of  the  existing  incumbent.     (Co. 
Litt.  94  b.)     It  is  uncertain  whether,  by  virtue  of  the  Con- 
veyancing Act  of  1881 ,  s.  51,  the  limitation  can  now  be  effected 
by  the  use  of  the  words  in  fee  simple.    The  mention  of  heirs  in 
that  enactment  suggests  that  its  application  is  confined  to  cases 
where  the  use  of  the  word  heirs  was  formerly  necessary ;  and, 
therefore,  that  it  has  no  application  to  corporations. 
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In  the  oase  of  oorporations  aggregate,  a  distinotioii  formerly 
existed  between  oorporations  of  which  not  only  the  head,  but 
ialso  the  body,  were  persons  capable  in  hiw,  as  a  dean  and 
chapter,  and  oorporations  of  which  all  the  members,  except  the 
head,  were  dead  in  law,  as  an  abbot  and  his  convent.  The 
former  always  took,  and  still  take,  a  fee  simple,  by  a  mere  grant 
to  the  corporation  under  its  oorporate  name,  without  the  use  of 
the  word  atwceasors  or  of  any  words  of  express  limitation.  (Co. 
litt.  94  b.)  Corporations  of  the  latter  kind  no  longer  exist  in 
England.  Words  of  succession  were  needed  in  order  that  they 
might  take  a  fee  simple,  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  a 
corporation  sole.  But  it  seems  that,  in  the  case  of  all  corpora-* 
tions  aggregate  having  a  head,*  whether  the  body  consists  of 
persons  capable  in  law  or  dead  in  law,  the  grant  of  an  immediate 
estate,  during  a  vacancy  of  the  headship,  is  void ;  but  the  grant 
of  a  remainder  is  good,  provided  that  a  new  head  be  appointed 
during  the  continuiance  of  the  particular  estate.  (Co.  Litt« 
264  a.) 

On  the  sufficiency  of  the  word  frankalmoigne  to  pass  a  fee 
simple  under  appropriate  circumstances,  tide  sitpra,  p.  11. 

Bestrictions         The  nature  of  an  estate  is  practically  ascertained  by  the 

imposed  upon  >     ,    ,-,  «      *.  ji«        j»  i-i'j  j»  a* 

ecclesiastical  pnvileges  01  ownership  and  alienation  which  it  confers.  At 
corporations,  jj^^  common  law  thesc  were  identical  in  the  case  of  individual 
owners  and  of  lay  corporations.  The  rights  of  ecclesiastical 
corporations,  who  are  only  seised  in  right  of  their  churches, 
were  less  absolute.  They  could  not  levy  a  fine,  or  bar  their 
successors  by  non-claim  on  a  fine  levied  by  others;  (Cruise, 
1  Fines  &  B^c.  288.)  Ecclesiastical  corporations  sole  could 
not  alienate,  except  subject  to  certain  precautionary  consents ; 
alienations  by  bishops  needing  confirmation  *by  the  dean  and 
chapter,  and  alienations  by  parsons  needing  confirmation  by  the 
patron  and  ordinary ;  and  being,  without  such  confirmation, 
good  during  the  life  only  of  the  eidsting  incumbent.     (Co.  litt. 


*  A  head  is  not  a  necessary  constituent  element  of  a  corporation  aggregsie. 
(1  Bl.  Com.  478.)  He  mentions  '<the  Collegiate  Church  of  SouthweU  in 
\*  Nottinghamshire,  which  consists  only  of  prebendaries,  and  the  goyemors  of 
'*  the  Charterhouse,  London,  who  have  no.  president  or  superior,  but  are  all  of 
"  equal  authority.'^ 
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44  a.)    Their  power  at  oommon  law  to  alienate  (including  power 
to  lease)  has  been  greatly  abridged  by  numerous  statutes. 

That  a  fee  simple  limited  to  a  corporation  was,  as  regards  the  Quantum  of 
quantum  of  the  estate,  not  precisely  identical  with  a  fee  simple  taken  by  a 
limited  to  a  grantee  and  his  heirs,  appears  from  the  fact  that,  as  ^'Po^tioa- 
above  mentioned,  upon  the  dissolution  of  a  corporation  there  was 
a  reverter  to  the  donor,  not,  as  upon  a  failure  of  the  heirs  of  an 
individual  grantee,  an  escheat  to  the  lord.    But  the  donor  is 
deprived  of  his  reverter  by  the  alienation  of  the  corporation ; 
and  for  this  reason  Preston  speaks  of  corporations  as  having  a 
fee  simple  for  the  purpose  of  alienation,  but  only  a  determinable 
fee  for  the  purpose  of  enjoyment.     (1  Prest.  Abst.  272.)     By 
reason  of  the  existence  of  this  possibility  of  reverter,  a  condition 
against  alienation  annexed  to  a  fee  simple  is  said  to  be  good  in 
a  limitation  to  a  corporation;  though  bad  in  a  limitation  to  an 
individual.     (Shep.  T.  130 ;  2  Doct.  &  Stu.  o.  36.)* 

At  common  law  a  fee  simple  conferred  no  power  to  devise  by  Histoty  of 
will.  (Go.  litt.  Ill  b.)  But  a  local  custom  to  devise  was  deyueb^wUl 
good,  and  existed  in  the  city  of  London  and  in  many  andent 
boroughs.  (Litt.  ^ect.  167,  and  Lord  Coke's  comment.)  Lands 
in  the  ciiy  of  London  might  be  devised  by  the  owner,  although 
he  was  not  a  citizen.  (Dy.  255  a,  pi.  3 ;  where  note  the 
usage  of  the  word  ^^ foreigner  J^)  The  custom  does  not  extend  to 
a  remainder,  or  reversion,  in  expectancy  upon  a  fee  tail ;  be* 
cause,  by  the  common  law  there  could  be  no  such  remainder  or 
reversion;  and  the  statute  De  Donis^  though  it  makes  such 
remainders  and  reversions  capable  of  existence,  does  not  enlarge 
the  extent  of  the  custom.     (4  Com.  Dig.  119.) 

The  32  Hen.  8,  c.  1,  explained  and  amended  by  the  34  &  35  The  Stetatee 
Hen.  8,  c.  5,  enabled  tenants  in  fee  simple  generally  to  devise 


*  On  the  connection  between  the  existence  of  a  poesibility  of  rererter  and  the 
Taliditj  of  an  absolute  condition  in  restraint  of  the  alienation  of  a  fee  simple,  see 
Co.  litt.  228  a ;  where  it  is  said  that  the  king  may  stiU  impose  sach  a  condition, 
becanse  he  may  teserre  a  tenure  in  fee  simple  to  himself. 
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the  whole  of  their  lands  held  by  tenure,  in  socage,  and  two« 
thirds  of  their  lands  held  by  tenure  in  knight  service;  with 
certain  disabilities  affecting  the  tenants  of  the  king  in  capitCj 
holding  by  knight  service  ut  de  coi*ond ;  that  is,  directly  of  the 
king  through  the  king's  grant,  and  not  mediately  through  an 
Honour  coming  to  the  king's  hands  by  forfeiture  or  escheat. 
{Vide  supra ^  p.  4,  note.)  These  statutes  are  commonly  referred 
to  as  the  Statutes  of  Wills.  Their  provisions,  which  are  exceed- 
The  Statutes  ingly  prolix,  are  thus  summarised  by  Lord  Coke : — "  These 
statutes  take  not  away  the  custome  to  devise  whereof  Littleton 
[sect.  167]  speaketh :  for  though  lands  devisable  by  custome 
be  holden  by  knights  service,  yet  may  the  owner  devise  the 
whole  land  by  force  of  the  custome,  and  that  shall  stand  good 
against  the  heire  for  the  whole.  But  the  devise  of  lands  holden 
by  knights  service  by  force  of  the  statutes  is  utterly  void  for  a 
third,  and  the  same  [the  third  part]  shall  descend  to  the  heire. 
If  he  hath  any  lands  holden  by  knight  service  in  capite  [that  is, 
ut  de  corond']y  and  lands  in  socage,  he  can  devise  but  two  parts 
of  the  whole ;  but  if  he  hold  lands  by  knights  service  of  the 
king,  and  not  in  capite  [that  is,  ut  de  honore'\j  or  of  a  meane 
lord,  and  hath  also  lands  in  socage,  he  may  devise  two  parts  of 
his  land  holden  by  knights  service,  and  all  his  socage  lands.  If 
he  holds  any  land  of  the  king  in  capitey  and  by  act  executed  in 
his  lifetime  he  conveyeth  any  part  of  his  lands  to  the  use  of  his 
wife  or  of  his  children,  or  payment  of  his  debts,  though  it  be 
with  power  of  revocation,  he  can  devise  by  his  wiU  no  more,  but 
to  make  up  the  land  so  conveyed  [to]  two  parts  of  the  whole. 
And  if  the  lands  so  conveyed  amount  to  two  parts  or  more, 
then  he  can  devise  nothing  by  his  will.  But  if  he  hath  land 
onely  that  is  holden  in  socage,  then  he  may  devise  by  his  will 
all  his  socage  land."     (Co.  Litt.  Ill  b.) 

The  last  words  show  that,  upon  the  abolition  by  12  Car.  2,  c.  24, 
of  all  lay  tenures  (at  the  common  law)  except  socage,  complete 
power  was  acquired  to  devise  all  lands  held  in  fee  simple.  The 
statute  took  eflPect  retrospectively,  as  from  24th  February,  1646. 
Ever  since  that  date,  a  legal  fee  simple  has  conferred  upon  its 
owner,  during  his  ownership,  an  absolute  aud  unfettered  power 
of  devise ;  but  subject,  as  to  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the 
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devisee,  to  anj  incmnbrances,  reetriotioiifii  and  liabilities^  to 
which  it  was  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  testator.  The  sub- 
sequent statutory  alterations  and  amendments  of  the  law  of 
devise,  do  not  seem  in  any  way  to  enlarge  the  power  to  devise 
previously  possessed  by  a  legal  tenant  in  fee  simple.  These 
statutory  alterations  and  amendments  refer,  partly  to  alterations 
in  respect  to  ceremonies  necessary  for  the  due  execution  of  a 
will,  partly  to  fixing  the  time,  from  which  a  will  is  supposed  to 
speak,  at  the  date  of  the  testator's  death  instead  of  the  date  of 
the  execution  of  the  will,  and  partly  to  rendering  deviseable 
certain  estates  and  interests  other  than  legal  estates  in  fee 
simple. 

The  Statutes  of  Wills  were  repealed  by  the  Wills  Act, 
7  Will.  4  &  1  Yict.  c.  26,  s.  2.  But  sect.  3  of  that  Act  con- 
fers  upon  every  person  not  under  special  disabiKty,  power  to 
devise  all  real  estate  to  which  he  shall  be  entitled  at  the  time  of 
his  death;  and  by  virtue  of  the  definition  clause,  the  words 
real  estate  extend  to  any  estate,  right,  or  interest,  other  than  a 
chattel  interest,  in  any  hereditaments,  notwithstanding  that  he 
may  become  entitled  thereto  subsequently  to  the  execution  of 
his  will. 

The  same  enactment  expressly  includes  within  its  provisions 
'^  all  rights  of  entry  for  conditions  broken,  and  other  rights  of 
entry.''  This  language  is  undoubtedly  sufficient  to  include  the 
possibility  of  the  reverter  of  an  estate  of  fee  simple,  upon 
breach  (or  performance,  as  the  case  may  require)  of  a  con- 
dition. 

It  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  the  language  of  the  Wills  Whether  the 
Act  is  sufficiently  wide  to  include  the  possibility  of  reverter  ny^terupon 
expectant  upon  the  determination  of  a  determinable  fee.    But  au^fe^iJ^o^ 
it  is  not  improbable  that,  if  the  question  should  arise,  such  deviseable. 
a  possibility  would   be    held  to  pass  under   a  will    clearly 
showing  an  intention  to  devise  it.    The  question  is  not  likely 
to  arise  in  practice,  because  the  only  kind  of  determinable  fee 
which  occurs  in  practice,  is  the  kind  specified  at  p.  230,  infrOy 
No.  10  of  the  list  there  given ;  and  this  kind  of  determinable  fee 
is  in  praotioe  always  so  limited,  as  to  be  replaced  by  a  series  of 
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estates,  created  by  the  y^ing  of  a  series  of  exeoutoiy  limita* 
tionSy  in  case  the  intended  marriage  should  take  place,  while  it 
would  ipso  facto  be  converted  into  a  fee  simple  absolute,  in  case 
either  party  to  the  intended  marriage  should  die  without  having 
been  married  to  the  other.  In  neither  case,  therefore,  could  the 
ctitle  under  the  possibiliiy  of  reverter  give  rise  to  a  question  of 
|>ractical  importance. 
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It  ought  always  to  be  borne  in  mind,  but  it  is  in  faot  often  The  same 
forgotten,  that  the  word  heir  has  no  meaning  except  in  reference  J^^eral 
to  an  estate  to  whieh  the  person  so  designated  might  possibly  succeed  distinct  heirs. 
bi/  inheritance.    The  same  man,  if  he  should  be  seised  as  pur- 
chaser in  fee  simple  of  lands  subject  to  different  customs  of 
descent,  may  leave  several  distinct  heirs.    If  he  should  die 
intestate,  leaving  sons,  his  heir,  as  to  lands  which  are  subject  to 
no  special  custom,  is  his  eldest  son ;  his  heir,  as  to  borough- 
english  lands,  is  his  youngest  son ;  and  his  heir,  as  to  gavelkind 
lands,  will  be  composed  of  all  his  sons  taking  together  as 
coparceners.    And  other  special  customs  may  lawfully  exist, 
affecting  lands  in  particular  manors  or  boroughs,  which  may 
multiply  still  further  his  capacity  for  leaving  distinct  heirs. 
(  Vide  supra^  p.  17.) 

Special  customs  affecting  the  descent  of  lands  held  for  a  fee  Why  speoial 
simple,  are  much  more  commonly  found,  in  connection  with  desora!? 


are 


copyholds  held  for  a  customary  fee  simple,  than  in  connection  j^o"  common 

*  "^  .  ^  connection 

with  lands  held  for  a  fee  simple  by  common  law  tenure.  The  with  oopy- 
causes  of  this  greater  frequency  are  twofold.  In  the  first  place, 
custom  is  the  life  of  copyhold  tenure,  and  peculiarities  of  custom 
in  connection  therewith  have  always  been  much  more  common 
than  in  connection  with  common  law  tenure.  In  the  second 
place,  customs  affecting  copyhold  tenure  have  a  much  stronger 
tendency  to  be  remembered  and  preserved  in  practice,  because 
the  manoiaal  incidents  of  copyhold  tenure  are  generally  more 
valuable,  and  better  worth  insisting  upon,  than  the  nianorialr 
incidents  of  freehold  tenure.  To  this  must  be  added  the  effect; 
of  the  statute  of  Quia  Emptores^  which  is  gradually  to  extiziguisb 
the  tenure  of  freehold  lands  held  for  a  fee  simple  of  mesne'  lords; 
and  to  concentrate  all  such  tenure  in  the  crown.  The  severance 
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Rnlefiof 
descent  un- 
affected hj 
questions  of 
domicil. 


of  lands  from  their  local  tenure,  tends  to  cause  circumstances  of 
local  custom  connected  therewith  to  fall  into  oblivion.  It  may 
easily  happen  that  several  generations  may  elapse  without  the 
occurrence  of  a  descent ;  and  in  such  a  case,  when  next  a  descent 
takes  place,  it  may  easily  be  assumed,  without  inquiry,  that  the 
law  regulating  the  descent  is  the  general  law  relating  to  the 
descent  of  a  fee  simple.  But  in  the  case  of  copyholds,  where 
the  fact  of  the  tenure  is  preserved  in  memory  by  the  entries  on 
the  court  rolls,  and  where  the  particular  lands  are  parcel  of  a 
class,  which  may  be  a  large  one,  all  of  which  are  well  known  to 
be  subject  to  the  same  customs,  the  accident  that  a  particular 
parcel  has  not  for  a  long  time  been  the  subject  of  a  descent,  has 
comparatively  little  tendency  to  cause  oblivion  of  the  special 
custom  of  descent,  if  any  such  custom  is  applicable. 

The  rules  of  descent  are  not  dependent  solely  upon  the  rules 
of  personal  status,  in  respect  to  questions  of  legitimacy,  and  of 
consequent  qualification  to  inherit.  Thus,  the  law  of  a  man's 
domicil  of  origin  is  conclusive  as  to  his  legitimacy  in  respect  to 
personal  status,  but  such  legitimacy  is  not  conclusive  in  respect 
to  his  right  to  inherit  under  the  law  of  descent.  A  person  may, 
in  respect  to  personal  status,  be  legitimate  though  not  bom  ex 
justis  nuptiis;  but,  in  relation  to  the  law  of  descent,  birth  ex 
justis  nuptiis  is  an  indispensable  requisite  to  heirship.  (Co.  Litt. 
Th]  Re  Don^s  Estate,  4  Drew.  194.)  In  that  case  a  son  of 
Scotch  parents,  bom  out  of  wedlock,  but  made  legitimate  under 
the  law  of  Scotland  by  the  subsequent  marriage  of  his  parents, 
had  died  seised  by  purchase  of*  land  in  England  after  the 
coming  into  operation  of  the  Descent  Act.  On  his  death  intes- 
tate and  without  issue,  the  father  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
inherit  to  him,  by  virtue  of  sect.  6  of  the  Act.  It  was  held  that 
he  was  not  so  entitled,  although,  in  respect  to  personal  status, 
the  son  to  whom  he  claimed  to  inherit  was  legitimate.  The 
father's  claim  must  have  been  based  upon  the  contention  that  in 
sect.  6  the  word  *' issue"  is  not  restricted  to  the  sense  of 
^*  inheritable  issue,"  according  to  the  meaning  of  these  words  in 
English  law ;  and  this  contention,  if  acceded  to,  might  equally 
well  have  justified  the  further  conclusion,  that  the  word  issue 
there  includes  natural  issue,  or  bastards  in  the  usual  meaning  of 
the  term.    When  a  word  has  several  meanings,  one  only  of 
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whioh  is  appropriate  to  the  oontext,  then,  so  sooa  as  that 
meaning  is  rejected  as  being  too  narrow,  it  becomes  a  mere 
question  of  caprice  where  the  line  is  to  be  drawn  for  excluding 
any  of  the  others.  v/ 

On  the  Distinction  between  Seisin  in  Deed  and  Seisin  in  Law, 

By  the  common  law,  upon  the  death  of  a  person  entitled  to  an  The  bearing 
estate  in  fee  simple,  the  lands  (unless  subject  to  a  special  tmotion  npon 
custom  of  devise)  necessarily  descended  to  the  person  next  d®*^®^*"- 
entitied  as  heir.    After  the  passing  of  the  Statutes  of  Wills,  32 
Hen.  8,  c.  1,  and  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  5,  the  effect  of  which  was 
completed  by  the  conversion  of  all  lay  tenure  into  socage  by 
12  Gar.  2,  c.  24,  such  descent  was  liable  to  be  prevented  by  a 
devise  to  a  stranger ;  but  even  then  if  a  devise  were  made  to 
the  person  who  would  have  taken  as  heir  if  no  devise  had 
been  made,  such  heir  took  by  descent  and  not  by  the  devise. 
(Watk.  Desc.  270.)*    The  question  arises,  given  the  rules  for 
•ascertaining  the  heir  to  a  specified  person,  from  what  specified 
person  ought  heirship  to  be  deduced  upon  a  descent  oast ;  and 
by  the  common  law,  the   person  from  whom  heirship  wasi 
deduced  was  liot  the  person  last  entitled,  but  the  person  who, « 
under  the  title,  had  last  had  seisin  in  deed  of  the  lands.     (Co.* 
litt.  11  b.)    Such  person  was  accordingly,  at  the  time  of  a 
descent  cast,  said  to  be  the  stock  (more  properly,  the  root)  of 
descent,    A  seisin  in  law  did  not  suffice  to  make  the  person  so 
seised  the  stock  of  descent.     (Ibid,)     This  rule  of  descent  has       ^ 
been  superseded  by  the  Descent  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106,  s.  2, 
which  enacts  that  in  every  case  descent  shall  be  traced  from  the 
purchaser,  that  is,  fsom  the  person  who  last  acquired  the  land 
otherwise  than  by  descent ;  whereby  it  has  now  become  super- 
fluous to  inquire,  who  last  had  seisin  in  deed  of  the  lands.     By 
this  change  in  tiie  law,  the  importance  of  the  distinction  between 
seisin  in  deed  and  seisin  in  law  has  been  much  diminished; 
but  it  is  even  now  not  without  some  practical  interest,  and  a 
correct  apprehension  of  it  is  very  necessary  in  examining  old  tities. 

*  Bat  if  a  man  having  tereral  daughters  and  no  sons,  deyiaed  to  one  of  them, 
■he  took  thie  whole  by  devise,  and  not  partly  (as  ooparcener]  by  desoent  and 
partly  by  devise.   {Seading  v.  Sawtieme,  Ld.  Baym.  S29,  I  Salk.  242,  Comb.  123.) 
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Seisin  in  deed  Seisin  in  deed  18  less  properly,  though  conveniently,  styled 
actual  seisin ;  which  last  phrase  properly  denotes  the  seisin  of 
the  person  having  the  immediate  freehold  as  distinguished  from 
the  remainderman  and  reversioner,  who  are  all  said  to  be  "  in 
the  seisin  of  the  fee."  (Butl.  n.  1  on  Co.  litt.  266  b.)  With 
regard  to  estates  of  freehold  in  corporeal  hereditaments,  that  is, 
in  lands,  seisin  in  deed  is  obtained  when  the  person  entitled  to 
possession  by  virtue  of  the  estate  enters  actually  and  corporeally 
into  possession  of  the  lands,  either  by  himself,  or  his  bailifp ;  and 
the  possession  of  his  tenant  for  years,  or  from  year  to  year,  or  at 
will,  is  in  law  accounted  to  be  his  possession.  Therefore,  if  at 
the  time  of  the  descent  cast,  the  lands  are  held  by  a  tenant  for 
years,  the  heir  acquires  the  seisin  in  deed  at  once  by  the  descent 
without  entry.  (Co.  litt.  15  a;  Watk.  Desc.  66.)  The  pos- 
session of  other  persons  having  chattel  interests  only,  such  as 
tenant  by  elegit^  tenant  by  statute  merchant,  or  tenant  by  statute 
staple,  was  also,  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  possession  of  the 
person  entitled  to  the  freehold  subject  to  such  chattel  interest, 
and  was  a  sufficient  possession  in  him  to  convert  his  seisin  in  law 
Ab  to  inoor-  into  a  seisin  in  deed.  (Watk.  Desc.  64,  66.)  With  regard  to 
Sitamenta. '  incorporeal  hereditaments  which  admit  of  estates  in  possession, 
such  as  a  rentcharge  or  an  advowson  in  gross,  seisin  in  deed  is 
evidenced  by,  and  consists  in,  the  doing  of  some  appropriate 
act  of  ownership,  such  as  receiving  the  rentcharge,  or  exercising 
Ab  to  remain-  the  right  of  presentation  to  the  benefice.  With  regard  to 
Tersions.  estates  in  remainder  or  reversion,  upon  an  estate  of  freehold, 
which  are  incorporeal  hereditaments  in  which  ex  ri  termini  no 
estate  in  possession  is  possible,  and  therefore  no  entry  could  be 
made,  a  seisin  in  deed,  sufficient  to  make  the  person  obtaining 
it  the  root  of  descent,  might  be  obtained  by  exercising  certain 
acts  of  ownership,  such  as  by  granting  a  lease  for  life,  or  making 
a  gift  in  tail,  to  take  effect  out  of  the  remainder  or  reversion. 
(Watk.  Desc.  108.)  Lord  Coke  evidently  inclined  to  the 
opinion,  that  there  was  a  distinction  in  this  respect  between 
remainders  expectant  upon  a  freehold  and  reversions  expectant 
upon  a  freehold,  and  that,  in  the  case  of  a  reversion,  a  seisin 
sufficient  to  change  the  root  of  descent  might  be  obtained  by 
receiving  the  rent  (if  any)  incident  to  the  reversion,  "  because 
the  rent  issueth  out  of  the  land,  and  is  in  lieu  thereof."     (Co. 
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litt.  15  a.)     In  the  case  of  a  remainder,  there  ooiild  not  be  an  j 

rent  incident  to  the  remainderman's  estate;  and  therefore,  if 

the  above  stated  doctrine  is  correct,  a  distiiiction  would  exist 

in  this  respect  between  remainders  and  reversions.    According 

to  Lord  Hale,    it  was   afterwards   adjudged  in  the  King's 

Bench,  **  that  in  such  case  seisin  of  rent  doth  not  make  possmio    .       '        ^. 

fvatria;  "  which  is  equivalent  to  saying,  that  receipt  of  the  rent     * 

gave  no  seisin  sufficient  to  change  the  root  of  descent.     (Harg.    ' 

n.  6  on  Co.  litt.  15  a.)     But  see  Doe  v.  Keen,  7  T.  R.  386, 

at  p.  390 ;  Doe  v.  Whichelo,  8  T.  R.  211,  at  p.  213. 

Seisin  in  laic  is  the  seisin  of  the  heir  upon  whom  the  estate  Seisin  In  law 
in  possession  descenoB,  or  of  the  remamderman  or  reversionet 
whose  estate  has  become  the  estate  in  possession  bj  the  deter- 
mination of  a  precedent  particular  estate  of  freehold,  before  such 
heir,  remainderman,  or  reversioner,  has  made  an  actual  entry 
upon  the  lands.    And  similarly,  in  the  case  of  incorporeal  here-  .  >: 

ditaments  which  admit  of  estates  in  possession,  such  as  a  rent- 
oharge  or  an  advowson  in  gross,  the  seisin  in  law  is  in  such  heir, 
remainderman,  or  reversioner,  before  he  has  done  any  appro- 
priate act  of  ownership,  such  as  receiving  the  rentcharge  ot 
presenting  to  the  benefice. 

But  seisin  in  law  is  only  a  presumption  of  the  law,  which  is  DisUncHon 
incompatible  with,  and  is  rebutted  by,  the  fact  that  a  seisin  in  S|^«iinn  law 
deed,  or  actual  seisin,  is,  whether  rightfully  or  wrongfully,  in  •ndaright 
anybody  else.  If  the  person  actually  seised  by  lawful  title,  is 
disseised  by  a  disseisor,  the  person  disseised  has  noi-^i  seisin  in 
law,  but  only  a  right  of  entry.  So  if,  before  the  entry  of  the 
heir,  a  stranger  should  (wrongfully)  enter  in  fact  upon  th6 
lands, — ^which  wrongful  entry  was  technically  styled  an  abate-, 
ment,  and  the  stranger  so  entering  an  abator^ — the  heir  no 
longer  has  a  seisin  in  law,  but  only  a  right  of  entry.  And  if, 
before  the  entry  of  the  remainderman,  or  reversioner,  a  stranger 
should  in  like  manner  enter, — ^which  entry  was  technically  styled 
an  intrmiony  and  the  stranger  an  intruder, — the  remainderman 
or  reversioner  no  longer  has  a  seisin  in  law,  but  only  a  right  of 
entry.  The  distinction  between  a  right  of  entry  and  a  seisin  in 
law  is,  that  a  right  of  entry  implies  ex  vi  termini  that  the  actual 
seisin  is  (wrongfully)  in  somebody  else,  while  a  seisin  in  law 
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implies  that  there  is  no  actual  seisin  in  anybody.  But  an  actual 
entry,  which  would  suffice  to  turn  a  seisin  in  law  into  a  seisin  in 
deed,  is  also  sufficient  to  turn  a  right  of  entry  into  a  seisin  in 
deed. 


Seisin  in  law 
proFonts 
abeyance  of 
the  freehold. 


Howseiflin 
indeed  is 
aoquired. 


The  existence  of  a  seisin  in  law  is  sufficient  to  prevent  the 
seisin,  or  immediate  freehold,  from  being  vacant.  This  is 
evident  from  the  fact,  that  the  creation  of  successive  estates 
necessarily  contemplates  the  existence  of  a  seisin  in  law  only, 
upon  the  determination  of  the  particular  estate  in  possession^ 
For  if  a  seisin  in  law  were  insufficient  to  prevent  an  abeyance 
of  the  immediate  freehold,  all  creation  of  successive  estates 
would,  for  that  reason,  be  void  by  the  common  law.  {Vide 
supra,  p.  94.) 

A  seisin  in  law  is  converted  into  a  seisin  in  deed  by  making 
an  actual  entry,  or  entry  in  deed,  upon  the  lands,  such  entry 
being  intended  to  be  made  with  that  purpose  and  in  that  behalf* 
Such  an  entry  made  upon  any  part  of  the  lands  will  give  seisin 
in  deed  of  all  lands  situate  in  the  same  county  of  which  the 
person  making  the  entry  has  seisin  in  law.  An  actual  entry  is 
made  so  soon  as  the  person  desiring  to  make  an  entry  has  any 
part  of  his  body  upon  the  lands ;  and  such  entry  is  complete 
and  effectual,  even  though  he  should  immediately  afterwards  be 
dragged'  off  by  force.  (Watk.  Desc.  61 ;  who  cites  the  well- 
known  decision  in  such  a  case,  when  actual  entry  had  been  made 
by  getting  half-through  a  window  : — M  pur  ceo  quUl  ne  purra 
entrer  per  le  huh,  il  entra  per  le  fenestre,  et  quant  Vun  nwitie  de 
son  corps  fait  deins  la  meason  et  Vauter  de  hors,  il  fuit  treit  hoi's  ; 
per  q.  ilpof^t  cest  assise;  for  which  seisin  in  deed  was  necessary, 
see  Booth,  Eeal  Actions,  284 ;  et  fuit  agarde  q,  le  pV  recovera. 
8  Ass.  pi.  25,  f.  17,  b.)  If  the  person  entitled  be  hindered  from 
making  an  actual  entry  by  fear  of  violence,  he  may  make  an 
entry  in  law  by  approaching  as  near  as  he  safely  may,  and  there 
making  his  claim;  which  under  such  circumstances  will  take 
effect  as  an  actual  entry.  (Watk.  Desc.  62.)  Proof  must  be 
given  that  an  entry  in  deed  could  not  safely  be  made.  (Booth, 
ubi  supra : — ^^  If  one  dare  not  enter,  but  approach  and  is  dis- 
turbedy  this  is  sufficient  seisin;  11  Ass.  11.") 
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As  has  already  been  remarked,  seisin  in  deed  of  incorporeal  J'^^f^'^ 
hereditaments,  as  a  rent-charge,  or  an  advowson  in  gross,  could  ments. 
be  obtained  only  by  exercising  some  appropriate  act  of  owner-* 
ship,  such  as  receiving  the  rent  or  presenting  to  the  church; 
and  if,  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the  heir  before  the  rent  became 
due,  or  before  the  church  became  vacant,  seisin  in  deed  could 
not  be  obtained,  this  impossibility  did  not  supply  the  want  of 
seisin  in  deed,  aiid  the  heir  failed  to  become  the  root  of  descent 
(Co.  litt.  15  b.)  But  seisin  in  deed  of  a  manor  is  also  seiain  in 
deed  of  an  advowson  appendant  or  appurtenant  thereto ;  that  is 
to  say,  if  actual  seisin  was  obtained  of  a  manor,  this  gave  actual 
seiBin  of  the  appendant  or  appurtenant  advowson,  without  any 
exercise  of  the  right  of  presentation  to  the  benefice.  {Ibid. 
note  1.)  Aj3  to  seisin  in  deed  of  remainders  and  reversions,  vide 
suprOy  p.  206.    • 

When  the  lands  are  in  the  possession,  or  rather,  the  occu*  EfiPeotofthe 
pation,  of  a  tenant  for  years,  or  from  year  to  year,  entry  is  not  ^  ohattd  ° 
necessary  in  order  to  convert  a  seisin  in  law  into  a  seisin  in  "^*«'«"*- 
deed,  or  actual  seisin.  In  such  a  case,  seisin  in  deed  is  ipsa 
facto  acquired  by  the  heir  immediately  upon  a  descent  cast. 
(Buahhy  v.  Dixoriy  3  B.  &  C.  298,  and  authorities  there  cited.) 
In  De  Grey  v.  Richardson^  3  Atk.  469,  Lord  Hardwicke  seems, 
obiter  J  to  have  confused  the  reversion  upon  a  lease  for  years  with 
the  reversion  upon  a  lease  for  lives ;  of  which  only  the  latter, 
not  the  former,  needed  receipt  of  rent  in  order  to  give  a  seisin 
in  deed.  (Doe  v.  Keen,  7  T.  E.  386,  at  p.  390 ;  Doe  v.  Whichelo, 
8  T.  E.  211,  at  p.  213.)  The  remark  above  made,  as  to  the 
effect  of  the. occupation  of  a  tenant  for  years,  applies  also  to  the 
occupation  of  other  persons  having  chattel  interests.  (Watk. 
Desc.  65,  and  authorities  cited  in  note  g.)  Of  these,  tenant  by 
elegit  is  the  only  one  occurring  in  modem  practice. 

A  seisin  in  law  suffices,  at  the  common  law,  to  make  the  estate  £kmie  disiino- 
assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  to  answer  the  ancestor's  bond 
specifying  the  heirs.  (Watk.  Desc.  55.)  Seisin  in  deed  during 
the  coverture  is  still  necessary  in  order  to  entitle  a  husband 
to  curtesy  in  his  wife's  lands;  but  seisin  in  law  during  the 
coverture  was  always  sufficient  to  entitle  the  wife  to  dower  out 

C.K.P.  p 
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of  her  huBband's  lands.  ( Vtde  in/ray  pp.  314, 818.)  This  distinc- 
tion was  due  to  the  f  aot  that  the  husband  had  power  at  any  time 
during  the  coyerture  to  turn  his  wife's  seisin  in  law  (which  was 
also  his  own  seisin)  into  a  seisin  in  deed  by  his  own  sole  act ;  so 
that  if  he  had  lost  his  curtesy  for  want  of  seisin  in  deed,  the  loss 
would  have  been  due  to  his  own  laches ;  while  the  wife,  being 
disabled  at  common  law  by  her  coverture,  had  no  corresponding 
power  to  oonyert  her  husband's  seisin  in  law  into  a  seisin  in 
deed. 


The  Rules  of  Descent 

In  stating  the  following  rules,  such  parts  of  the  common  law 
rules  as  have  been  superseded  by  statute  are  printed  in  italics ; 
and  the  existing  law  is  stated  in  a  supplementary  rule  where 
it  requires  separate  statement, 

These  rules  will  suffice  for  ascertaining  the  line  of  descent  in 
all  ordinary  cases,  whether  at  common  law  or  under  the  recent 
statutes,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106,  and  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35,  ss.  19, 20. 

^oow^oa  Rule  1. — By  the  common  law  the  descent  of  heredita- 
toTootof**  ments  is  traced  from  the  person  who^  under  the  title  in  fee 
deBcont.  simple^  last  died  seised  in  deed  thereof.  (Co.  Litt.  11  b; 
2  Bl.  Com.  208.)  Except  in  the  case  of  one  coming 
in  by  purchase,  when  it  is  traced  from  the  purchaser ; 
and  therefore  in  the  case  of  a  purchase  by  way  of 
remainder,  so  far  as  regards  any  descent  occurring 
during  the  continuance  of  the  particular  estate,  the 
descent  is  necessarily  traced  from  one  having  only  a 
seisin  in  law ;  because  in  sucli  a  case  the  descent  of 
the  remainder  must  be  traced  from  the  remainderman, 
who  is  the  only  person  having  any  title  at  all ;  and  he 
cannot  acquire  seisin  in  deed,  because  there  can  be 
no  seisin  in  deed  of  a  remainder.  (Watk.  Desc.  56  ; 
Doe  V.  Thomas  J  3  Man.  &  Gr.  816.) 

The  former  part  of  this  rule  is  often  summaiifed  by  the 
maxim,  Seisinafacit  stipiteniy  and  the  person  referred  to  is  styled 
the  stock  of  descent,  or,  more  properly,  the  root  of  descent. 
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This  part  of  the  rule  is  repealed,  or  superseded,  by  the  Desoent  8  &  ^  wm.  4, 
Act,  s.  2.  The  latter  part  of  the  rule  is  believed  to  be  here 
stated  for  the  first  time  as  a  part  of  the  formal  rules  of  desoent. 
The  Desoent  Act,  s.  2,  as  explained  by  the  interpretation 
clause,  substitutes  for  the  former  part  of  the  rule  the  following 
rule  "with  respect  to  all  descents  cast  on  and  after  1st  January, 
1834  :— 

Rule  1a. — In  every  case  descent  shall  be  traced  Existing  rule 
from  the  purchaser,  that  is,  the  person  who  lastac-  ^J^^*  °* 
quired  the  land  otherwise  than  by  descent,  or  tEan  by 
any  escheat,  partition,  or  enclosure,  by  the  effect  of 
which  the  land  shall  have  become  part  of,  or  descen- 
dible in  the  same  manner  as,  other  land  acquired  by 
descent. 

The  purchaser  is,  theref ore,  now  the  root  of  descent,  and  the 
maxim  should  now  be  Perqumtio  facit  stipitem. 

The  last  person  entitled,  who  cannot  be  proved  to  have  come 
in  by  descent,  is  to  be  deemed  to  be  the  purchaser  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  Act.     (Sect.  2.) 

It  will  be  seen  that,  under  both  the  old  and  the  new  rule, 
the  descent  of  a  remainder  in  fee  simple  is  the  same ;  because 
in  both  cases  it  is  traced  from  the  purchaser. 

The  following  points  in  which  the  law  has  been  changed  or 
ascertained,  are  very  important,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
purchaser  is  now  the  root  of  descent. 

By  the  common  law,  if  any  estate  had  been  limited,  whether  Hdr  now 
by  devise  or  by  assurance  inter  rivos^  to  the  person  who,  if  no  ^^^nhaser  hj 
such  limitation  had  been  made,  would  have  taken  the  same  '^^"^^ 
estate,  and  in  the  same  manner,  as  heir  by  descent,  then  such 
person  took  the  estate  by  descent  and  not  by  purchase ;    and 
he  could  not  elect  in  which  way  to  take  it.     (Watk.  Desc.  270 
— 272.)     But  now  by  virtue  of  the  Descent  Act,  s.  3,  under 
any  such  devise,  if  the  testator  has  died  after  31st  December, 
1833,  or  under  any  such  linutation  in  an  assurance  inter  vivos 
executed  after  that  date,  the  heir  will,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
subsequent  descent,  be  considered  to  take  by  purchase. 

It  is  uncertain  whether,  by  the  oommpn  law,  the  person  who  Also  under 
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a  limitation 
to  heirs  as 
puToliasers. 


first  came  to  any  estate  of  inheritance  under  a'liinitation  to 
the  heirs,  eo  nomine^  of  a  specified  person,  wotdd  take  as  pur-, 
chaser  for  the  purposes  of  the  suhsequent  descent ;  though  it  is, 
perhaps,  the  better  opinion  that  he  would.  By  virtue  of  the 
Descent  Act,  s.  4,  under  any  such  limitation  to  the  heirs,  or 
heirs  of  the  body,  contained  in  an  assurance  executed  after 
31st  December,  1833,  or  under  any  limitation  having  the  same, 
effect,  contained  in  the  will  of  a  testator  dying  after  that  date, 
the  person  specified  as  the  ancestor  will  be  deemed  the  purchase^: 
for  such  purposes. 


Land  includes      The  word  land,  by  virtue  of  the  interpretation  clause  of  the 

ments.  Act,  includes  all  hereditaments,  whether  corporeal  or  incorporeal, 

and  whether  freehold  or  copyhold,  or  of  any  other  tenure,  and 

whether  descendible  according  to  the  common  law,  or  according 

to  the  custom  of  gavelkind  or  borough-english,  or  any  other 

custom. 

Special  cus-         But  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  though  they  apply  to  customary 

soent  are  stiU  lands,  contain  nothing  to  interfere  with  the  custom  of  gavelkind, 

app  ca  e.       ^  £^  ^  .j.  j.^jg^j^g  j^  equal  partition,  or  to  interfere  with  tho^ 

custom  of  borough-english,  so  far  as  it  consists  in  a  preference 
of  the  youngest  son  before  the  elder  sons,  or  with  other  special 
customs,  so  far  as  they  relate  only  to  partition,  or  to  a  preference 
for  this  or  that  member  of  a  class.  {Muggkton  v.  Barnett^  2  H. 
&  N.  653.)  These  points  are  foreign  to  the  alterations  intro- 
duced by  the  Act,  the  most  important  of  which  may  be  summed 
up  as  follows : — 


Snmmarj  of 
the  Act*s 
chief  proTi- 
sions. 


1.  The  purchaser  is  the  root  of  descent. .  (Sect.  2.) 

2.  The  heir,  when  devisee  or  grantee,  takes  by  purchase  and 

not  by  descent.     (Sect.  3.) 

3.  The  heir,  taking  by  purchase  in  a  limitation  to  heirs  ea 

nomhWy  is  not  a  purchaser  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
new  root  of  descent.     (Sect.  4.) 
This  was  a  moot  point  at  the  common  law. 

4.  Brothers  trace  descent  through  their  parent,  instead  of 

inheriting  immediately  one  to  another.     (Sect.  5.) 

5.  Lineal  ancestors  may  take  in  preference  to  collaterals  who 

trace  descent  through  them.     (Sect.  6.) 
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'  6.  Eansmen  of  the  half  blood  may  inherit.  (Sect.  9.) 
7.  Descent  may  be  traced  through  an  attainted  person  who 
has  died  before  the  descent.  (Sect.  10.) 
This  provision  was  subsequently  rendered  superfluous  by 
the  abolition  of  corruption  of  blood  by  33  &  34  Vict- 
c.  23,  s.  1.  The  provision  was  necessary  at  the  time  of 
the  passing  of  the  Descent  Act,  in  order  to  prevent  the 
change  in  the  law  thereby  effected,  whereby  brothers 
now  trace  the  descent  mediately  through  their  father, 
instead  of  inheriting  immediately  one  to  another,  from 
aggravating  the  hardship  of  the  law  of  attainder. 

Under  the  common  law  rule,  that  seisin  in  deed  makes  the  The  doctrine 
root  of  descent,  taken  in  connection  with  the  other  rule  (Eule  6,  /ra^f*'"' 
infra)  which  forbade  collaterals  of  the  half  blood  to  inherit,  it 
followed  that,  if  a  brother  had  taken  as  heir  by  descent,  and 
had  acquired  seisin  in  deed,  his  sister  (if  any)  of  the  whole  blood 
would,  on  his  death  intestate  and  without  issue,  have  inherited 
as  heir  to  him,  to  the  complete  exclusion  of  his  and  her  brothers 
(if  any)  of  the  half  blood.  (litt.  sect.  8.)  This  result  of  an 
actual  seisin  obtained  by  a  brother,  is  often  ref eired  to  as  the 
doctrine  oi  possessio  fratris. 

The  doctrine  of  posaessio  fratria  applied  to  the  descent  of  all  The  doctrine 
hereditaments,  whether  legal  or  merely  equitable,  of  which  a  equity.  ^ 
seisin  in  deed,  or  such  a  possession  as  in  equity  was  equivalent 
thereto,  could  be   had.      (Watk.   Desc.   106,   107;    1   Sand. 
Uses,  63.) 

But  the  doctrine  was  not  favoured ;  and  the  claim  of  the  Not  f avonred, 
brother  to  have  obtained  seisin  in  deed  was  weighed  very  rigor-  i^ppu^ble. 
ously.  (Watk.  Desc.  75.)  A  seisin  which  was  a  good  founda- 
tion for  a  writ  of  right  did  not  necessarily  suffice  to  support  a 
possessio  fratria.  (Co.  litt.  281  a.)  The  Descent  Act  has  now 
deprived  the  doctrine  of  all  its  practical  importance ;  because, 
descent  being  always  traced  from  a  specified  root,  namely,  the 
purchaser,  the  mere  acquisition  of  SLpossesaiofrairis  cannot  have 
any  practical  influence  upon  the  course  of  descent. 

The  seisin  of  a  widow,  to  whom  land  had  been  assigned  as  EfiPeot  of 
dower,  and  by  that  express  title,  was  a  continuation  of  the  seisin  oartesy,  on 
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poMtuio  of  her  deceased  husband.    The  heir,  therefore,  could  not,  by 

frutrit* 

entry,  obtain  seisin  in  deed  of  such  land,  so  long  as  it  remained 
in  dower ;  and  even  though  he  had  entered  into  the  whole  lands 
before  assignment  of  dower,  yet  the  assignment,  when  made, 
would  have  defeated  his  seisin  acquired  by  the  entry.  There- 
fore, there  could  be  no  possessio  fratris  of  land  actually  in  dower, 
unless  the  very  unusual  step  had  been  taken,  of  granting  an 
estate  for  life,  or  in  tail,  to  take  effect  out  of  the  heir's  rever- 
sionary estate;  and  under  ordinary  circumstances,  the  two-thirds 
retained  by  the  heir  might,  on  his  death,  pass  to  his  sister  of 
the  whole  blood,  while  the  one-third  assigned  as  dower,  on  the 
death  of  the  dowress,  passed  to  the  younger  brother  of  the  half 
blood,  as  being  the  heir  to  their  common  father,  the  person  who 
had  last  had  seisin  in  deed  of  that  one-third.  (Watk.  Deso.  84, 
85.)  The  acquisition  of  a  seisin  in  deed,  sufficient  to  change  the 
course  of  descent,  by  a  remainderman  or  reversioner,  was  practi- 
cally so  rare,  that  Watkins,  in  the  last-cited  passage,  seems  to 
imply  that  it  could  not  happen  at  all ;  but,  as  above  mentioned, 
he  has  elsewhere  admitted  the  possibility  of  such  an  acquisition. 
(Watk.  Desc.  108,  138 ;  vide  mpra^  p.  206.)  In  cases  where  a 
tenancy  by  the  curtesy  existed,  since  the  sole  actual  seisin  was 
vested  in  the  husband  immediately,  without  any  interval  or  any 
need  for  entry,  on  the  death  of  the  wife,  there  was  a  similar 
obstacle  in  the  way  of  oxiy  possessio  fratris  during  the  curtesy, 
(Watk.  Desc.  104.) 

Eflclieat.  By  an  escheat  of  freeholds  the  lands  are  united  to  the 

seignory,  and  by  an  escheat  of  copyholds  the  lands  are  imited 
to  the  freehold  vested  in  the  lord  of  the  manor.  Thereafter 
the  descent  of  such  lands  (while  they  remain  in  the  hands  of 
the  lord)  is  at  common  law  merged  in  the  descent  of  the  manor; 
and  this  rule  is  not  affected  by  the  Descent  Act,  though  its  pro- 
visions affect  the  descent  of  the  manor  in  which  the  descent  of 
the  escheated  lands  is  merged. 

Rule  2. — By  the  common  law,  hereditaments  de- 
scend lineally  to  the  issue  of  the  root  of  descent  in 
infinitum^   but  they  could  never   lineally  ascend.     (Litt. 
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sect.  3.)  For  defect  of  such  issue^  they  descend  to  his 
collateral  relations^  being  of  the  blood  of  the  first  purchaser. 
(2  Bl.  Com,  220.) 

So  far  as  this  rule  forbids  ascent  in  heirship,  it  is  altered  by 
the  Descent  Act,  s.  6.  So  far  as  it  prescribes  that  the  collateral 
heir,  in  order  to  inherit,  must  be  of  the  blood  of  the  first 
purchaser  (Co.  Litt.  12  a),  the  rule  has  been  rendered  super- 
fluous by  the  substitution  of  the  purchaser  for  the  person  last 
seised  as  the  root  of  descent.  The  common  law  rule  has  also 
been  altered  by  the  admission  of  the  blood  of  the  person  last 
entitled  to  the  land,  upon  a  total  failure  of  heirs  of  the  pur- 
chaser, by  22  &  23  Viot.  c.  35,  s.  19.  See  Eule  9,  infra.  The 
admission  of  tmoestors  to  inherit  renders  appropriate  the  enact- 
ment, by  sect.  5,  that  brothers  and  sisters  shall  not  inherit 
immediately  one  to  anothery  but  mediately  through  their 
parent. 

The  existing  rule  may  be  stated  as  follows : — 

Rule  2a. — Hereditaments  descend  lineally  to  the 
issue  of  the  root  of  descent  in  infinitum.  But  for  defect 
of  such  issue,  the  nearest  lineal  ancestor  shall  be  heir 
in  preference  to  any  person  who  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  inherit,  either  by  tracing  his  descent  through 
such  ancestor,  or  in  consequence  of  there  being  no 
descendant  of  such  ancestor ;  so  that  a  father  shall  be 
preferred  to  a  brother  or  sister,  and  a  more  remote 
lineal  ancestor  to  any  of  his  issue  other  than  a  nearer 
lineal  ancestor  or  his  issue.  (Sect.  6.)  And  every  . 
descent  from  a  brother  or  sister  shall  be  traced  through 
the  parent.     (Sect.  5.) 

Rule  3. — The  male  issue  shall  be  admitted  before 
the  female.    (2  Bl.  Com.  212.) 

Rule  4. — Where  there  are  two  or  more  males  in  the 
same  degree,  the  eldest  only  shall  inherit ;  but  two  or 
more  females  in  the  same  degree  shall  inherit  all 
together.     (2  Bl.  Com.  214.) 
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Rule  5. — The  lineal  descendants,  in  infinitum^  of 
any  person  deceased  represent  their  ancestor;  that 
is,  stand  in  the  place,  in  the  line  of  descent,  in  which 
the  deceased  person  would  have  stood  if  he  liad  been 
living.  (2  Bl.  Com.  216.)  Such  representatives  take, 
inter  se^  in  the  order,  and  in  the  manner,  prescribed  by 
the  rules  regulating  descent  among  lineal  issue. 

Therefore  there  i«  never  any  contest  between  (for  example) 
several  males  coming  of  different  stocks,  but  standing  all  in  the 
same  degree  of  consanguinity  to  the  root  of  descent;  because 
the  eldest  stock  excludes  all  the  others,  as  representing  the 
original  ancestor  with  whom  the  stock  commences ;  who,  if  he 
had  been  living  would  have  excluded  all  the  respective  ancestors 
of  the  younger  stocks. 

Rule  6. — By  the  common  latOy  the  collateral  heir^  in 
order  to  take  by  descent^  must  be  the  next  collateral  kinsman 
of  the  whole  blood.     (Litt.  sect.  6 ;  2  Bl.  Com.  224.) 

Hence  sprang  the  whole  doctrine  of  posaesato  fratris^  which 
has  already  been  discussed  under  £ule  1. 

It  is  evident  that  questions  of  the  whole  blood  and  the  half 
blood  can  only  arise  in  respect  to  collateral  heirs.  A  man 
cannot  be  of  the  half  blood  to  his  ancestor.  This  is  the  reason 
why  there  was  no  possessio  fratris  of  an  estate  tail :  the  descent 
of  the  estate  being  always,  under  the  statute  De  Bonisy  traced 
from  the  donee,  the  issue  in  tail  taking  as  heir  to  him  per 
formam  doni^  and  not  as  heir  to  the  last  actual  tenant  in  tail. 
[Doe  V.  Wliichelo,  8  T.  E.  211.) 

Sect.  9  of  the  Descent  Act  has  substituted  the  following 
rule: — 

Rule  6a. — A  kinsman  of  the  root  of  descent  by  the 
half  blood  is  entitled  to  inherit  next  after  the  kinsman 
in  the  same  degree  of  the  whole  blood  and  his  issue, 
where  the  common  ancestor  is  a  male,  and  next  after 
the  common  ancestor,  where  such  ancestor  is  a  female; 
eo  that  the  brother  of  the  half  blood  on  the  part  of  the 
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father  will  inherit  next  after  the  sisters  of  the  whole 
i)lood  on  the  part  of  the  father,  and  their  issue ;  and 
the  brother  of  the  half  blood  on  the  part  of  the  mother 
will  inherit  next  after  the  mother. 

Though  the  substitution  of  the  purchaser  for  the  person  last 
seised  as  the  root  of  descent,  deprived  the  doctrine  of  possessio 
fratris  of  its  practical  importance,  the  rule  admitting  the  half 
blood  is  by  no  means  nugatory.  It  was  necessary  in  order  to 
admit  the  half  blood  of  the  purchaser,  though  it  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  admission  into  the  line  of  descent  of  the  half  blood 
of  the  person  last  seised,  when  he  is  not  the  purchase. 

Rule  7. — In  collateral  inheritances  the  male  stocks  are 
preferred  to  the  female ;  that  isy  kindred  derived  from  the 
blood  of  the  male  ancestors  shall  be  admitted  before  those  of 
the  blood  of  the  female :  except  in  cases  where  the  lands 
have  in  fact  descended  from  a  female.     (2  Bl.  Com.  234.) 

.This  rule  has  partly  been  deprived  of  its  application  by  the 
hile  which  makes  the  purchaser  now  the  root  of  descent,  because 
that  rule  makes  it  now  superfluous  to  inquire  whether  the  person 
last  seised  came  to  the  lands  by  inheritance  through  the  father 
or  through  the  mother ;  and  by  hypothesis  such  a  question  can 
have  no  meaning  in  relation  to  a  purchaser. 

So  far  as  the  preference  of  male  stocks  is  concerned,  though 
this  preference  is  still  continued,  the  above  statement  is  not 
appropriate,  because  the  modem  rules  of  descent  admit  ancestors 
among  the  possible  heirs,  while  the  common  law  rules  took 
account  of  them  only  as  being  persons  whose  descendants  might 
inherit. 

The  following  rule  may  now  be  substituted  in  its  place : — 

Rule  7a. — In  tracing  descent  to  and  through  an- 
cestors, whether  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  which 
ancestor  is  the  heir,  or  of  ascertaining  which  ancestor's 
descendants  stand  next  in  the  order  of  succession, 
every  prior  male  stock  must  always  be  exhausted  be- 
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fore  recourse  is  had  to  any  subsequent  female  stock. 
Thus  :— 

(1)  Paternal  ancestors^  and  their  descendants,  must 

be  exhausted  before  any  maternal  ancestor, 
or  her  descendants,  can  inherit; 

(2)  Male  paternal  ancestors,  and  their  descendants, 

must  be  exhausted  before  any  female  pa- 
ternal ancestor,  or  her  descendants,  can  in- 
herit; and 

(3)  Male  maternal  ancestors,  and  their  descendants, 

must  be  exhausted  before  any  female  ma- 
ternal ancestor,,  or  her  descendants,  can  in- 
herit.    (Sect.  7.) 

It  is  oonoeived  that  this  rule  aoourately  states  the  effect  of 
seot.  7  of  the  Descent  Act.  It  does  not  alter  the  preybus  rule 
of  the  common  law,  so  far  as  its  preference  of  male  stocks  over 
female  stocks  Is  concerned. 

The  blood  of  the  mother  therefore  comes  next  after  a  total 
failure  of  the  blood  of  the  father. 

The  same  rule  applies,  in  tracing  descents  through  a  female, 
when  recourse  to  a  female  stock  has  become  necessary. 

When  recourse  to  a  female  stock  becomes  necessary,  the  next 
following  rule  shows  how  this  must  be  done,  and  ia  what  order 
the  different  female  stocks,  when  a  choice  between  them  becomes 
necessary,  must  be  taken. 

Rule  8. — When  the  descent  can  no  longer  be  traced 
along  the  male  paternal  line,  the  mother  of  a  more 
remote  paternal  ancestor  and  her  descendants  are  pre- 
ferred to  the  mother  of  a  less  remote  paternal  ancestor 
and  her  descendants.     (Sect.  8.) 

When  the  tracing  of  the  descent  has  entered  upon 
the  female  line,  the  same  rule  applies,  so  often  as  it 
becomes  necessary  to  change  from  male  ancestors  to 
female.     (Ibid.) 

This  rule  declares  the  law,  which  had  once  been  much  in 
controversy,  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  expressed  by  Black- 
stone,  2  Bl.  Com.  237,  238.     For  an  account  of  the  controversy 
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and  an  acute  yindioation  of  Blaokstone's  view,  see  WatL  Deso. 
171—199. 

The  import  of  the  last  two  roles  may  thus  be  illustrated  by  Example  of 
an  example.  Suppose  that  in  tracing  the  male  paternal  line  we  of lihelart  '^ 
can  get  no  further  than  the  grandfather,  then  the  great-grand-  *""*  "*^- 
mother  who  was  mother  of  that  grandfather,  and  her  descen- 
dants, will  come  next  in  the  succession,  being  preferred  to  the 
grandmother,  as  being  the  mother  of  the  more  remote  paternal 
ancestor.  Suppose  the  line  of  that  ancestress  to  be  then  entered 
upon,  and  that  no  descendants  can  be  traced :  it  will  be  neces- 
sary to  have  recourse  to  her  ancestors,  beginning  with  the  male 
paternal  stock,  that  is,  the  line  through  which  the  surname 
which  was  her  maiden  name  descended.  Suppose  that,  in  this 
line,  we  can  get  no  higher  than  her  father,  and  that  he  has 
left  no  descendants.  Thereupon  it  becomes  necessary  to  have 
recourse  to  a  female  stock,  the  male  stock  failing.  Thereupon 
the  mother  of  the  said  father,  that  is,  the  paternal  grandmother 
of  the  said  ancestress,  will  be  preferred  to  her  mother,  because, 
in  accordance  with  Eule  7a,  the  male  stock  of  the  said  ancestress 
must  be  exhausted  before  recourse  is  had  to  any  female  stock. 

The  following  rule  is  due  to  22  &  23  Yiot.  o.  35,  s.  19,  and 
is  entirely  novel : — 

Rule  9. — ^If  there  should  be  a  total  failure  of  heirs 
of  the  purchaser,  the  descent  will  thenceforth  be  traced 
from  the  person  last  entitled  to  the  land,  as  if  he  had 
been  the  purchaser. 

The  same  rule  applies,  where  land  is  descendible  as 
if  an  ancestor  haa  been  the  purchaser,  upon  a  total 
failure  of  heirs  of  such  ancestor. 

The  effect  of  this  rule  is  to  prevent  escheat,  unless  there  is  a 
total  failmre  of  heirs,  both  of  the  last  purchaser  and  also  of  the 
person  last  entitled.  And  since  the  heir  of  the  person  last 
entitled  might  be  his  heir  ex  parte  matemdf  who  would  not  be 
of  the  blood  of  the  purchaser,  unless  the  purchaser  was  the 
person  last  entitled,  it  follows  that  this  rule  may  admit  into 
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the  line  o{  desoent  whole  classes  of  persons  who  were  excluded 
by  the  common  law. 

The  following  list  of  steps  to  be  suocessiyely  followed  in 
tracing  a  desoent  may,  perhaps,  be  found  useful  in  illustration 
of  the  above-stated  rules : — 

1.  The  purchaser's  sons,  if  any,  one  after  another  in  order  of 

seniority ;  with  their  respective  descendants  in  order ;  the 
descendants  of  an  elder  son  always  excluding  the  descend- 
ants of  younger  sons,  and  among  such  descendants,  an 
eldest  son  always  excluding  all  the  other  children. 

2.  If  no  sons,   or  descendants  of  sons,  the  daughters  all 

together  as  coparceners. 

3.  If  no  descendants,  the  father  of  the  purchaser. 

4.  The  descendants  of  the  father  (other  than  the  purchaser 

and  his  descendants),  subject  to  similar  rules  as  to 
primogeniture  and  coparcenary,  as  if  we  were  tracing 
the  descendants  of  the  purchaser  himseU.  The  brothers 
of  the  whole  blood  of  the  purchaser  one  after  another 
in  order,  and  their  respective  descendants  in  order,  come 
next  to  the  father ;  then  the  sisters  of  the  whole  blood, 
taking  together  as  coparceners ;  then  the  brothers  of  the 
half  blood  of  the  purchaser  on  the  part  of  the  father, 
one  after  another  in  order,  and  their  respective  de- 
scendants in  order;  and  then  the  sisters  of  the  half 
blood  of  the  purchaser  on  the  part  of  the  father,  taking 
together  as  coparceners. 
6.  If  there  be  no  such  descendants  of  the  father,  then  the 
paternal  grandfather;  and  afterwards  his  descendants, 
subject  to  the  same  rules  as  to  primogeniture  and  co- 
parcenary. Thus  the  paternal  uncles,  in  order,  one  after 
another,  and  their  respective  descendants,  come  next  to 
the  father's  descendants  (other  than  the  purchaser  him- 
self and  his  descendants) ;  and  if  there  be  no  such  uncles 
or  descendants,  then  the  paternal  aunts  taking  together 
as  coparceners. 

6.  If  no  such  descendants,  the  paternal  great-grandfather ; 

and  then  his  descendants  in  like  manner. 

7.  On  arriving  at  the  highest  ancestor  of  the  male  paternal 
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line  (through  which  the  surname  desoends)  that  can  be 
traoed,  the  next  heir  is  the  mother  of  such  ancestor ;  and 
then  her  descendants. 

8.  The  father  of  such  mother,  and  his  descendants. 

9.  The  father  of  such  father,  and  his  descendants. 

10.  On  coming  to  the  highest  ancestor  of  the  male  paternal 

line  of  the  ancestress,  referred  to  in  No.  7  as  *^  the  mother 
of  such  ancestor,"  that  can  be  traced,  and  on  failure  of 
his  descendants,  we  pass  to  his  mother  and  her  descen- 
dants, similarly  to  the  passage  made  in  No.  7,  and  then 
to  the  father  of  such  mother  and  his  descendants,  simi- 
larly to  the  passage  made  in  No.  8 ;  and  so  on  till  we 
can  trace  no  further,  .        . 

11.  TTpon  exhausting  the  blood  of   the  ancestress  referred 

to  in  No.  7,  we  then  have  recourse  to  the  stock  of  the 
next  less  remote  ancestress  in  the  ^male  paternal  line ; 
that  is,  if  the  former  ancestress  was  a  great-grand- 
mother, we  next  proceed  to  the  stock  of  the  grandmother. 
~  The  method  by  which  the  descent  is  traced  in  this  stock 
is  of  course  exactly  like  the  method  by  which  it  was 
traced  in  the  former  one, 

12.  By  degrees,  the  whole  paternal  Uood  of  the  purchaser 

being  exhausted,  we  proceed  to  the  maternal  blood  of 
the  purchaser  j  and  continue  our  researches,  by  similar 
methods,  until  that  is  exhausted  in  like  manner. 
Here  an  escheat  would  have  taken  place,  before  the  passing  of 

22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  19,    But  now,  by  virtue  of  that  enact- 

ment  (see  Eule  9)  we  begin  again  upon — 

13.  The  person  who  was  last  entitled  to  the  land ;  upon  the 
hypothesis,  of  course,  that  he  is  not  the  purchaser  him- 
self ;  or,  in  other  words,  upon  the  hypothesis  that  there 
has  been  a  descent  cast  since  the  last  purchase.  Thus 
the  person  last  entitled  becomes  a  new  root  of  descent ; 
and  the  process  o{  tracing  the  descent  from  Imn  begins 
over  again;  but,  in  proportion  to  the  nearness  of  the 
relationship  subsisting  between  the  person  last  entitled 
and  tbe  purchaser,  a  greater  or  less  portion  of  the  gracing 
will  have  already  been  accomplished.  For  example,  if 
the'  person  last  entitled  was  a  son  of  the  purchaser,  then, 
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since  we  have  already  oompletelj  exhausted  his  paternal 
blood  in  our  former  tracing  of  the  descent  through  the 
purchaser  himself,  we  maj  go  straight  to  the  maternal 
line  of  the  person  last  entitled.  When  the  person  last 
entitled  is  not  identical  with  the  purchaser,  that  is,  when 
there  has  been  a  descent  cast  since  the  last  purchase, — 
and  for  this  purpose,  a  devise  is  now  a  purchase,  though 
made  to  the  heir, — ^the  result  of  taking  the  person  last 
entitled  as  a  new  root  of  descent,  is  to  admit  into  the 
line  of  descent  his  maternal  ancestors  and  collateral 
relatives  derived  through  them,  who  are  not  of  the  blood 
of  the  purc^iaser.  Thus  the  efiPect  of  the  rule  is  to 
admit  into  the  line  of  descent  many  classes  of  persons 
who  were  altogether  excluded  b j  the  common  law. 
14.  The  rule  admitting  kinsmen  of  the  half  blood  may  thus 
be  illustrated : — 

Only  persons  related  to  the  root  of  descent  by  the  half 
blood  are  inheritable.  Therefore  the  issue  by  the  second 
marriage  of  a  person  who  is  not  a  blood  relation,  but  is 
placed  in  the  pedigree  only  by  reason  of  his  or  her 
marriage  with  a  person  who  is  a  blood  relation,  are  alto- 
gether excluded.  This  remark,  of  course,  applies  only 
to  collaterals  standing  in  the  pedigree,  not  to  ancestors ; 
because  all  ancestors  are  blood  relations. 

Then  consider  the  case  of  any  pair  of  ancestors, — say 
the  paternal  grandfather  and  grandmother, — ^who  are,  of 
course,  both  of  the  whole  blood  to  their  descendant.  In 
admitting  their  issue,  we  must  admit  first  the  issue  of 
both  of  them,  or  their  issue  of  the  whole  blood.  But 
the  issue  of  either  of  them,  by  a  second  mairiage,  will 
also  be  admissible;  though  at  very  different  stages  of  the 
descent.  Issue  by  a  second  marriage  of  the  grandfather, 
he  being  a  male,  will  come  in  next  after  the  issue  of  the 
whole  blood.  But  issue  by  a  second  marriage  of  the 
grandmother,  she  being  a  female,  must  wait  until  after 
the  grandmother  herself  has  been  reached;  which  will 
not  generally  occur  until  a  much  later  stage. 

When  we  descend  to  issue  more  remote  than  sons,  the 
question  of  half  blood  does  not  arise.    It  is  indifferent 
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by  what  wife  the  son  of  a  grandfather  leaves  issue ;  and 
the  issue  by  the  second  marriage  of  such  a  wife  are 
altogether  excluded,  as  being  strangers  to  the  pedigree, — 
unless  such  wife  should  chance  to  be  her  former  husband's 
cousin  by  blood,  in  which  case  she  will  come  into  her 
own  proper  place  in  the  pedigree,  as  such  cousin,  and  her 
issue  by  a  second  marriage  will  claim  through  her  in  her 
proper  place,  as  being  a  blood  relation,  not  as  being  the 
wife  of  her  former  husband. 
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CHAPTER  XVn, 


PETEEMINABLE  FEES.* 


Modified  fees  difiPer  from  a  fee  simple  absolute  in  their  limita- 
tion, which  is  to  the  grantee  and  his  heirSy  not  simply,  but  subject 
to  some  qualification  of  a  kind  permitted  by  the  law,  which  gives  to 
the  inheritance  a  more  restricted  character.  In  the  case  of  base 
fees,  the  restriction  is  implied  in  the  circumstances  of  their 
origin  ;  but  in  the  case  of  other  modified  fees,  it  is  expressed  in 
their  limitation. 

Such  lawful  qualification  may  be  of  three  kinds : — (1)  The 
succession  of  the  heirs,  instead  of  enduriDg  for  ever,  may  be 
liable  to  be  cut  short  by  the  happening  of  a  future  events  which 
limitation  gives  rise  to  a  determinable  fee;  (2)  the  heirs  to  whom 
the  inheritance  can  descend  may  be  restricted  to  the  heirs  of  the 
body  of  a  specified  person  (or  persons),  which  limitation  gives 
rise  to  a  conditional  fee  at  the  common  law,  and  to  e.fee  tail  xmier 
the  statute  De  Bonis;  (3)  the  heirs  to  whom  the  inheritance  can 
descend  may  be  restricted  to  a  particular  class,  where  the  word 
class  is  to  be  taken  in  a  peculiar  sense,  to  be  hereafter  explained, 
which  limitation  gives  rise  to  the  peculiar  estate  in  these  pages 
styled  a  qualified  fee  simple. 

The  mode  of        In  the  limitation  of  a  determinable  fee,  the  limitation  is 
^        Hon.         ~     expressed  to  be  made  to  the  grantee  and  his  heirs  until  the  hap^ 

pening  of  some  future  event,  which  must  be  of  such  a  kind  that  it 
may  by  possibility  never  happen  at  all.  For  it  is  an  essential 
characteristic  of  all  fees,  that  they  may  by  possibility  endure 
for  ever.     (1  Prest.  Est.  479.)     A  limitation  to  a  grantee  and 

*  A  saggestion  was  made,  or  rather,  revived,  since  the  publication  of  the  first 
edition  of  this  work,  that  the  limitation  of  determinable  fees  is  forbidden  by  the 
Statute  of  Quia  Emptores.  The  reasons  of  the  present  writer  for  dissenting  from 
Ihis  Buggestion  will  be  found  in  Appendix  IV.,  infra. 
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his  heirs  until  the  happening  of  some  event,  which  must  in  the 
natore  of  things  happen  sooner  or  later,  passes  no  fee.  If  the 
happening  of  the  event,  though  certain,  is  not  fixed  in  point  of 
time-— that  is,  if  it  depends  upon  the  dropping  of  a  life  or  lives 
— ^the  limitation,  as  will  hereafter  he  seen,  gives  rise  to  an  estate 
pur  autre  vie.  If  the  happening  of  the  event  is  fixed  in  point 
of  time,  the  limitation  gives  rise  to  a  term  of  years,  which,  not- 
withstanding the  naming  of  the  heir,  passes  to  the  executor  on 
the  death  of  the  tenant.  (litt.  sect.  740.)  Similarly,  a  limi- 
tation to  a  grantee  and  his  heirs  at  the  will  of  the  grantor,  will 
pass  only  a  tenancy  at  will.     (Litt.  sect.  82.) 

The  language  hy  which  the  future  event  is  introduced  into 
the  limitation  of  a  determinable  fee  may  take  either  of  the  two 
following  shapes :  (1)  until  a  specified  contingency  shall  happen^ 
which  may  by  possibility  never  happen ;  or  (2)  so  long  as  an 
existing  state  of  things  shall  endure^  which  is  such  that  it  may  by 
possibility  endure  for  ever. 

No  particular  phraseology  is  necessary  to  introduce  the  future 
event:  until^  till,  so  long  as,  whilst,  or  any  other  equivalent  words 
may  be  used,  provided  that  they  clearly  express  the  dependency 
of  the  duration  of  the  estate  upon  the  future  event.  (^^  Quam" 
diu,  dummodo,  dum,  quousgue,  si,  and  such  like."  Shep.  T.  125. 
'^  Quamdiu,  dummodo,  dum,  quousque,  durante,&Q.*'  10  Eep. 41  b.) 
This  proposition  will  best  be  illustrated  by  an  examination  of 
the  various  forms  specified  in  the  list  given  at  p.  228,  infra. 

The  happening  of  the  future  event  ipso  facto  determines  the 
estate  without  any  entry  or  claim  by  the  person  entitled  to  the 
possibility  of  reverter. 

This  kind  of  limitation,  where  words  of  express  limitation  Remarkfi 
are  used  to  mark  out  an  estate,  which  is  by  subsequent  words  ^abie 
(being  part  of  the  limitation  itself)  made  liable  to  determine  jj^^^°'  ^ 
upon  the  happening  of  a  wholly  disconnected  future  event,  may 
conveniently  be  styled  a  determinable  limitation.    Preston  some- 
times uses  the  phrase  collateral  limitation  in  this  sense.     His 
definitions  of  a  direct,  and  of  a  collateral  (or  determinable)  limi- 
tation, will  repay  careful  attention  : — 

*^  A  direct  limitation  marks  the  duration  of  estate  by  the  life 
of  a  person,  by  the  continuance  of  heirs,  by  a  space  of 

C.R.P.  Q 
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precise  and  measured  time :   making  the  death  of  the 
person  in  the  first  example,  the  continuance  of  heirs  in 
the  second  example,  and  the  length  of  the  given  space  in 
the  third  example,  the  boundary  of  the  estate  or  the 
period  of  duration. 
^^A  collateral  limitation,  at  the  same  time  that  it  gives  an 
interest  which  may  [by  possibility]  have  continuance  for 
one  of  the  times  [marked  out]  in  a  direct  limitation, 
may,  on  [the  happening  of]  some  event  which  it  de- 
scribes, put  an  end  to  the  right  of  enjoyment  during  the 
continuance  of  that  time.^^     (1  Prest.  Est.  42.) 
A  determinable  or  collateral  limitation  is  not  confined  to  the 
limitation  of  determinable  fees.    Any  estate,  including  an  estate 
for  life,  and  a  term  of  years,  may  be  made  liable  to  determine 
in  like  manner.    In  the  latter  cases,  the  future  event  which  is 
to  determine  the  estate,  is  not  necessarily  an  event  which  by 
possibility  may  never  happen  at  all;  which  rule,  as  to  fees, 
arises  only  from  the  necessity  that  the  collateral  clause  shall  not 
be  simply  incompatible  with  the  direct  clause,  but  shall  admit, 
by  possibility,  of  the  endurance  of  the  estate  limited  in  the 
direct  clause  to  its  full  extent.    When  such  a  collateral  clause  is 
annexed  to  the  limitation  of  any  other  fee  than  a  fee  simple,  as, 
for  example,  to  a  fee  tail  (to  A.  and  the  heirs  of  his  bodt/,  being 
lords  of  the  manor  of  Dale),  it  is,  of  course,  equally  necessary 
that  the  determining  event  may  be  such  as  by  possibility  may 
never  happen.* 

Littleton  styles  such  limitations  conditions  in  law,     (Litt.  sect. 


*  Thus  it  beoomes  possible  to  suggest  a  more  elaborate  sab-division  of  fees 
than  that  used  in  the  text  as  follows : — 


giving  rise  also, 

by  means 

of  a  collateral 

dause,  to 


1.  Fee  simple, 

2.  Conditional  fee, 

3.  Qualified  fee  simple, 

4.  Fee  tail, 

and  9.  Base  fees,  which  may  at  the  present  day  take  any  shape  in  which  a  fee 
can  be  limited.  ( Vide  infra,  p.  305.)  But  though  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt 
the  validity  of  any  of  these  determinable  limitations  of  different  kinds  of  fees, 
the  only  one  of  them  which  has  any  practical  interest  or  importance  is  that 
above  styled  ^r  exeelUnee  a  determinable  fee.  See,  however,  p.  230,  No.  11, 
infra. 


6,  Fee  simple  determinable, 

6.  Conditional  fee  determi- 

nable, 

7.  Qualified  fee  simple  de- 

terminable, 

8.  Fee    tail    determinable, 
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380.  See  also,  Plowd.  242.)  They  are  not  unfrequently  styled 
conditional  limitations;  but  this  last  phrase  is  oommonly  used  in 
80  many  different  senses,  that  to  make  use  of  it  at.  all  is  only  to 
invite  obscurity  and  confusion. 

Determinable  fees  are  divisible  into  two  classes,  according  as  How  oon* 
the  future  event  which  may  determine  them — (1)  is  an  event  twaam^^ 
which  admits  of  becoming  impossible  to  happen;  such  as  the 
marriage  of  C.  D.,  which  may  become  impossible  by  C.  D.*s 
death ;  or  (2)  is  an  event  which  must  for  ever^  if  it  does  not 
actually  happen,  remain  liable  to  happen  ;  such  as  the  fall  of  a 
particular  building.  In  the  former  case,  if  the  event  has  not 
happened  before  the  death  of  C.  D.,  the  determinable  fee  is  by 
his  death  ipso  facto  enlarged  into  a  fee  simple.  In  the  latter 
case  the  determinable  fee  can  never  be  enlarged  into  a  fee 
simple,  except  by  a  release  of  the  possibility  of  reverter. 

The  future  event  can  admit  of  becoming  impossible  to  happen, 
only  when  it  is  something  to  be  done  or  suffered  by  a  living 
person.  In  such  cases  the  event,  if  it  happens  at  all,  must 
necessarily  happen  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rule 
against  perpetuities.  Therefore  determinable  fees  of  this  type 
admit  of  executory  limitations  to  take  effect  upon  their  deter- 
mination. If  any  such  executory  limitation  should  exist,  the 
determinable  fee  cannot,  pending  the  possibility  of  its  deter- 
mination, be  enlarged  into  a  fee  simple  without  a  release  of  such 
executory  .  limitation.  This  fact  has  an  important  practical 
bearing  upon  the  form  of  strict  settlements.  (See  p.  230,  infra^ 
No.  10  of  the  list  there  given.) 

The  following  list  of  determinable  or  collateral  limitations, 
which  have  been  actually  used,  or  proposed  in  books  of  authority 
to  be  used,  in  the  limitation  of  determinable  fees,  will  be  found 
instructive. 

These  limitations  are  partly  limitations  at  the  common  law,  and 
partly  limitations  by  way  of  use  and  by  way  of  devise.  But  in 
all  limitations  contained  in  a  deed,  however  they  may  take 
effect,  the  words  '^and  his  heirs,''  and  also  any  valid  clause 
operating  by  way  of  determinable  or  collateral  limitation,  have, 
so  far  as  respects  the  duration  of  the  estate  limited,  the  same 

q2 
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operation ;  and  this  is  true  also  of  devises  whioh  oontain  words 
of  strict  limitation. 


Examples  of  Determinable  Fees* 

1.  Peers  of  the  realm.    Preston  (1  Prest.  Est.  443  ;  ibid.  446) 

expressly  lays  it  down,  that  lands  may  be  limited  for  a 
determinable  fee  imder  this  form.  But  the  passages 
which  he  elsewhere  {ibid.  431,  note  e)  cites  in  support  of 
such  limitations  (Co.  litt.  27  a ;  2  Bl.  Com.  109)  refer, 
not  to  the  limitation  of  the  manor  of  Eongston  Lisle  to  & 
man  and  his  heirs  being  peers  of  the  realm,  but  to  the 
limitation  of  a  peerage  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  being  lords 
of  the  manor  of  Kingston  Lisle.  "  By  this,"  says  Lord 
Coke,  ^'  he  had  a  fee  simple  qualified  in  the  dignity ; " 
where  by  fee  simple  qualified  he  means  what  is  above 
styled  a  determinable  fee.  There  does  not  seem  to  be 
any  objection  against  such  a  limitation  of  lands; 
because,  though  the  peerage  might  not  be  limited  to 
the  heirs  general,  and  thus  a  separation  might  occur 
between  the  heir  to  the  peerage  and  the  heir  to  the 
lands,  the  only  result  would  be,  that  the  fee  in  the 
lands  would  absolutely  determine.  (See  p.  102,  Bule  4, 
supra.) 

2.  Kings  of  Scotland.     "  Eing  Henry  the  Third  dedit  mane" 

rium  de  Penreth  et  Sourby  Alexandro  regi  Scotice  et 
heredibus  suis  regibus  Scoti»."  {Lib.  Pari.  Cited  by 
Lord  Hale,  in  note  6  on  Co.  Litt.  27  a.)     In  the  event, 


*  This  list  is  partly  founded  upon  a  list  given  by  Preston  (1  Prest.  Est.  431 — 
433) ;  the  references  to  which  are  disting^aished  by  a  peculiarly  complicated 
inaccuracy.  Preston  cites  among  his  references  the  case  of  Coeket  y,  Sheldon^ 
Serj.  Moore*B  Rep.  15,  whereby  he  seems  to  have  admitted  into  the  list,  as  a 
true  specimen  of  the  limitation  now  under  consideration,  the  limitation  which  is 
given  in  that  case ;  which,  however,  did  in  fact  (for  want  of  the  word  heirs) 
limit  a  determinable  estate  for  life.  The  present  writer,  following  this  example, 
has  admitted  another  like  instance.     (No.  12.) 

Por  some  remarks  upon  the  "special  limitation"  of  the  patronage  of  the 
hospital  of  St.  Katharine,  mentioned  by  Lord  Hale  in  note  6  on  Co.  Litt.  27  a, 
see  p.  103,  mpra. 
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King  Alexander  died,  leaving  only  daughters,  and  there-  Examples  of 
fore  not  leaving  any  heir  who  was  King  of  Scotland ;  °^^™"**°*® 
whereupon  King  Edward  I.  recovered  seisin  of  the  manor. 
In  limitations  of  this  description,  if  the  succession  should 
be  once  interrupted  hj  default  of  an  heir  qualified  to 
succeed,  the  estate  is  gone  for  ever,  and  will  not  be  re* 
vived  by  the  subsequent  coming  into  existence  of  an  heir 
fulfilliug  the  description  in  the  limitation.  (1  Frost. 
Est.  443,  444.) 

3.  Tenants  of  the  Manor  of  Dak.    (Co.  Ldtt.  27  a ;  2  Bl.  Com. 

109.) 

4.  Being  lords  of  a  particular  manor.     (Wooddeson,  Vinerian 

Lectures,  vol.  2,  p.  9.  To  this  tjpe  also  belongs  the 
limitation  of  the  peerage  of  De  Lisle,  referred  to  in  Co. 
Litt.  27  a  and  2  Bl.  Com.  109.) 

5.  As  long  as  such  a  tree  shall  grow,     (11  Eep.  49  a ;  Kitchin, 

Jurisdictions,  5th  ed.,  p.  301.)  Or,  during  the  time  that 
such  a  tree  shall  grow.     (Ld.  Baym.  326.) 

6.  As  long  as  such  a  tree  stands.     {Idle  v.  Cook^  1  P.  Wms.  70, 

at  p.  76,  Ld.  Eaym.  1144,  at  p.  1148  ;  Shep.  T.  101.) 

7.  As  long  as  the  Church  of  St.  Paul  shall  stand.     (Plowd. 

667.) 

8.  As  long  as  he  shall  pay  20«.  annually  to  A.    (Plowd.  557.) 

Here  "  he  "  and  "  A."  are  loosely  used  to  include  their 
respective  heirs.  (And  see  Shep.  T.  101.) 
9.*  So  long  as  B.  hath  heirs^  or,  issue^  of  his  body^  or,  as  long  as 
any  issue  male  of  B.  shall  live.  (Co.  Litt.  18  a;  10  Eep. 
97  b;  Plowd.  557 ;  Cro.  Jac.  593  ;  Finch,  Law,  p.  112; 
10  Vin.  Abr.  233=JS'«tofe,  I.  10,  pi.  2 ;  Idle  v.  Cool-,  ubi 
supra;  Watk.  Desc.  211 ;  Poole  v.  Nedham^  Yelv.  149.) 
Here  B.  must  not  be  the  same  person  as  the  donee. 
For  further  observations,  see  p.  302,  infra. 


^ *  In  Gardner  t.  Sheldon,  Vaugh.  259,  at  p.  278,  Vaagban,  C.  J.,  observed: 
'*  An  eetate  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  so  long  as  John  Stiles  hath  any  heir,  which  u 
'*  no  ahaohttefee  aimple,  is  doubtless  as  durable  as  the  estate  in  fee  which  John 
". StUes  hath  to  him  and  his  heirs,  which  is  an  absolute  fee  simple.*'  This  obiter 
dietum  must  be  reoeiFed  with  some  reserve.  Such  a  limitation  would  probablj 
be  held  to  confer  a  fee  simple  absolute. 
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Examples  of      10.  Till  the  marriage  of  a  person  shall  take  place.     (1  Prest  Est. 

fees.  432 ;  ibid,  442.)    The  authorities  cited  by  Preston  (Cro. 

Jao.  593 ;  10  Vin.  Abr.  233)  make  no  mention  of  any 
such  limitation ;  but  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  its  validity. 
In  strict  settlements  of  real  estate,  when  they  are  made 
by  a  settlor  in  contemplation  of  his  marriage,  the  limita- 
tions regularly  begin  with  a  limitation  to  the  use  of  the 
settlor  and  his  heirs  until  the  solemnization  of  the  intended 
marriage.  Thereby  the  settlor  takes  a  determinable  fee, 
which  will  ipso  facto  become  a  fee  simple  if  either  of  the 
parties  to  the  intended  marriage  should  die  before  its 
solemnization. 

Since  a  determinable  fee  limited  in  this  form  must 
necessarily  determine,  if  at  all,  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  it  admits  of, 
and  it  is  in  practice  always  followed  by,  sundry  execu- 
tory limitations  to  take  effect  upon  its  determination! 
that  iS|  upon  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage;  and 
therefore  such  a  determinable  fee  will  not,  before  the 
solemnization  of  the  marriage  and  during  the  joint  lives 
of  the  parties,  admit  of  enlargement  into  a  fee  simple, 
except  by  the  release  of  these  executory  limitations ;  and 
these,  being  partly  in  favour  of  the  issue  of  the  marriage, 
who  by  hypothesis  are  not  in  being,  cannot  be  released. 
Therefore,  in  order  to  prevent  the  inconvenience  which 
would  result  during  the  lives  of  the  parties  from  the 
making  of  the  settlement,  in  case  the  intended  marriage 
should  not  be  solemnized,  it  is  proper  to  insert  into  the 
settlement  a  proviso  that,  in  case  the  marriage  shall  not 
be  solemnized  within  a  specified  time  (usually  twelve 
months)  after  its  date,  the  uses  of  the  settlement  shall 
be  void  and  the  lands  shall  revert  to  the  use  of  the  settlor 
in  fee  simple. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  marriage  should  be  the 
marriage  of  the  grantee  Umself.  See  Lord  Nottingham's 
observations  in  Howard  v.  Duke  of  Norfolk^  2  Swanst. 
454,  at  p.  461. 
11.  Till  C.  returns  fram  Home,  (Feame,  Cont.  Bem.  12 ;  and 
Butler's  note  at  p.  13.    See  also  th^  observation  of  Ser-. 
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jeant  Maynard,  in  the  Buke  of  Noffolk^s  Caae^  3  Ch.  Ca.  Examples  of 
1,  at  p.  46,  that  a  limitation,  To  one  and  his  heirs  makSy  fee©. 
till  8tu)h  a  one  returns  from  Borne,  is  good ;  which  is  an 
example  of  a  determinahle  fee  tail.) 

12.  Till  A.  [the  grantor]  makes  L  8,  [a  stranger]  bail^  of  his 

manor.     (Lord  Hale,  in  Co.  litt.  42  a,  note  6.)     In  the 
case  cited,  the  limitation  was  not  to  the  grantee  and  his,, 
heirs,  and  it  therefore  passed  no  fee,  but  only  a  deter** 
minable  estate  for  life.    There  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that 
the  clause  would  be  valid  in  the  limitation  of  a  fee. 

13.  Uniil  B.  [the  grantee]  go  to  Borne.     (Shep.  T.  125.) 

14.  Until  he  [the  grantee]  be  promoted  to  a  benejice,     {Ibid.) 

15.  Until  such  time  as  [the  grantee]  his  heirs,  executors,  or  ad* 

ministrators,  shall  make  default  in  payment  of  any  of  t/ie 
said  sums: — yiz.,  certain  instalments  each  of  20/.,  one 
such  to  become  payable  at  Michaelmas  in  every  year, 
until  the  total  sum  of  800/.  should  have  been  paid.  (1 
Leon.  33.)  This  form  occurs  in  a  security  taken  by  the 
Exchequer  in  Queen  Elizabeth's  reign,  from  a  crown 
debtor.  The  form  next  following  was  a  part  of  the  same 
limitation. 

16.  Until  [the  Queen]  her  heirs  and  successors  shall  have  received 

of  the  issues  and  prof  ts  [of  the  lands]  such  sums  of  money, 
parcel  of  the  said  debt,  as  shall  tlien  be  behind  and  unpaid. 
(1  Leon.  33.)  The  ultimate  limitation  was  to  the  crown 
debtor  in  fee  simple.  The  limitations,  to  the  crown 
upon  default  in  payment  of  the  instalments,  and  to  the 
debtor  upon  satisfaction  of  the  debt  out  of  the  rents  and 
profits,  are  of  course  not  remainders,  but  executory 
limitations. 

17.  Until  B.   [the    grantee]  pay  to  A.  [the  grantor]  20/. 

(Shep.  T.  125.) 

18.  Until  the  feoffor  pay  100/.  to  [the  feoffee]  or  his  heirs.     (Co. 

Litt.  248  a ;  and  see  10  Eep.  41  b.) 

19.  Donee  et  quousque  /.  8.  shall  pay  to  the  feoffor*  or  to  his 

*  The  word  feof or  seems  in  the  first- oited  passage  of  Dyer  to  be  twice  printed 
for  feofte.  The  mistake  makes  no  difference  to  the  nature  of  the  limitation.  In 
Dj.  298  b,  pi.  30,  the  words  are,  '*  until  sach  time  as  the  said  feoffor  should  paj 
to  the  feoffee  or  his  heirs  one  hundred  pounds." 
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Examples  of  hein^  one  thousand  pounds.     (Dy.  300  b,  pi.  39.    Com- 

^^™^*^^^  pare  ibid.  298  b,  pi.  30.) 

Upon  the  view  taken  in  equity  of  sudh  limitations^  see 

Blagrave  v.  Clunn^  2  Vem.  576 ;  Thomaain  v.  Mackworth^ 

Carter,  75. 

20.  FoTj  during^  and  until  any  son  thai  the  feoffor  shall  beget  of 

the  body  of  his  said  wife  shall  accomplish  the  age  of  twenty^ 
one  years.  (Dy.  300  b,  pi.  39 ;  Cocket  r.  Sheldon^  Sei^. 
Moore's  Rep.  15.  See  also  Lethieulliei'  r.  Tracy^  3  Atk* 
774,  Ambl.  204 ;  Spencer  v.  Chase,  10  Vin.  Abr.  203,  9 
Mod.  28 ;  Dj.  124  a,  pi.  38 ;  where  a  similar  limitation 
occurred  in  a  will.)  The  form  of  the  limitation  in  Dyer 
and  Moore  was,  To  the  use  of  the  wife,  imtil,  &c. ;  which 
only  gave  her  a  determinable  estate  for  her  own  life. 
Had  it  been,  To  the  use  of  the  wife  and  her  heirs,  until, 
&c.,  she  would  have  taken  a  determinable  fee. 

21.  That  they,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs  of  the  sur- 

vivor, should,  out  of  the  lands  by  the  rents,  issues  and 
profits,  or  by  the  sale  of  the  whole  or  so  much  as  should 
be  necessary,  raise  so  much  as  should  be  sufficient  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  legacies,  and  funeral  eapenses  ;  and  then, 
&c.  {Bagshaio  v.  Spencer,  1  Ves.  sen.  142.  This  devise 
gave  a  legal  fee  to  the  devisees ;  per  Lord  Hardwicke,  at 
p.  144.)  This  case  seems  to  have  escaped  the  diligence 
of  Sir  Q-.  Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Collier  v.  Walters,  L.  R.  17 
Eq.  252 ;  where  he  is  reported  to  have  said,  at  p.  261, 
that  he  had  looked  at  an  enormous  number  of  cases  to 
see  if  he  could  find  any  authority  for  a  devise  to  trustees 
and  their  heirs  until  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts, 
and  had  not  succeeded  in  finding  any. 

22.  In  tmst  to  pay  his  sister  E.  W.  an  annuity  of  100/.  till  his 

debts  and  legacies  were  paid;  and  after,  &c.  {Wellington 
V.  Wellington,  1  W.  Bl.  645.  The  estate  of  the  trustees 
is  styled  a  ^*  base  fee,  determinable  on  the  payment  of  the 
testator's  debts  and  legacies  out  of  the  profits  of  the 
estate;"  seep.  647.  And  see  Murthuxxite  y.  Jenkinson, 
2  B.  &  C.  357.) 

23.  In  trust,  till  the  rents  and  profits  of  [the  lands]  shall  raise 
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atid  pay  the  several  legacies  and  bequests  mentioned  in  the  Examples  of 
testator's  will.     {Shields  v.  Atkins^  3  Atk.  660.)  f^ee. 

24*  To  the  use  of  certain  persons  until  they  made  a  good  and 
sufficient  lease  [of  the  lands]  by  indenture  for  a  term  of 
forty  years.     (Lusher  v.  Banbong^  Dy.  290  a.) 
.  25.  William,  Earl  of  Bath,  in  6  Jao.  levies  a  fine  with  pro- 
clamations,  and  '^  declares  the  nses  of  this  fine  to  William^ 
Earl  of  Bath,  and  to  his  heirs,  until  he  otherwise  should  or 
did  dispose  of  the  sameP    (JEarl  of  BatKs  Case^  Carter,  96^ 
See  also  Clerks  CasCy  6  Bep.  17.)    If  this  limitation  had 
oocuired  in   an  assurance  made  at  the  oommon  law 
instead  of  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  it  is  conceived 
that  the  addition  of  the  words  in  italics  would  have  had 
no  more  effect  than  the  common,  but  superfluous  and 
nugatory,  addition  of  the  words,  and  assigns^  to  a  limi<» 
tation  in  fee  simple. 
26.  "  One  devised  land  in  London  to  the  prior  and  convent  of 
B.  ita  quod  reddant  annuatim  decano  et  capitulo  Sancti  PauU 
14  marks ;  and  if  they  fail  of  payment,  that  their  estate 
shall  cease,  and  that  the  said  dean  and  chapter  and  their 
successors  shall  have  it."     (1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  186,  pL  3 ; 
Dy.  33  a,  pL  12.)     The  gift  over  was  held  to  be  void,  on 
the  ground  that  the  first  devise  carried  a  fee  and  left 
nothing  to  be  disposed  of ;  and  the  above-cited  account 
remarks,  that  executory  devises  had  not  yet  been  recog- 
nized by  the  courts.    But  even  if  executory  devises  had 
then  been  recognized,  this  gift  over  seems  clearly  to  be 
void  for  remoteness. 

When  the  future  event  which  if  it  should  happen  will  de-  The  diflUno- 
termine  the  estate,  is  an  act  to  be  done  by  the  grantee,  or  determinable 
depends  upon  the  will  of  the  grantee,  as  his  marriage,  the  doing  ^^^jj^^^. 
of  the  act  under  such  circumstances  bears  a  close  resemblance  to  tbns  upon 

oondition. 

tiie  breach  of  a  condition  that  the  grantee  shall  not  do  the  act. 
These  cases  of  determinable  limitation  are  therefore  liable  to  be 
confused  with  limitations  upon  or  subject  to  a  condition,  giving 
a  right  of  entry  upon  a  breach  by  the  grantee ;  from  which  they 
nevertheless  difl!er  very  widely.  (1)  In  the  limitation  of  a 
determinable  fee,  the  doing  by  the  grantee  of  the  act  which  is 
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to  determino  the  estate,  is  made  a  part  of  the  limitation  itself, 
and  the  doing  of  the  act  will  ipso  facto  determine  the  estate 
without  any  entry  or  claim  on  the  part  of  the  person  entitled  to 
the  possibility  of  reverter.  ("  The  estate  is  determined  without 
entry  or  claim."  10  Eep.  42  a.  See  abo  Anon.y  2  Mod.  7; 
Plowd.  242.)  But  where  an  estate  is  limited  in  fee  simple,  and 
the  limitation  contains  no  qualification,  but,  externally  to  the 
limitation,  though  in  the  same  deed,  or  in  another  deed  de- 
livered at  the  same  time,  is  contained  a  condition  by  a  breach 
of  which  the  fee  simple  is  liable  to  be  defeated :  a  breach  does 
not  ipso  facto  avoid  the  estate,  but  only  makes  it  liable  to  be 
avoided  by  the  entry  of  the  person  entitled  to  the  possibility  of 
reverter.  No  estate  of  freehold  can  be  made  to  cease,  without 
entry,  upon  the  breach  of  a  condition.  (Co.  Litt.  214  b.) 
(2)  Conditions  which  are  annexed  to  or  are  in  defeasance  of  a 
fee  simple,  are  subject  to  the  common  law,  and  are  governed 
by  the  leamiug  of  common  law  conditions ;  because  the  statutes 
by  which  the  common  law  learning  applicable  to  conditions 
annexed  to  estates  has  been  modified,  are  restricted  to  condi- 
tions annexed  to  estates  which  are  less  than  a  fee.  (See  32 
Hen.  8,  c.  34,  s.  1 ;  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  3 ;  the  Convey- 
ancing Act  of  1881,  es.  10,  12.) 

The  rule  against  perpetuities  forms  no  part  of  the  common 
law ;  and  the  opinion  which  has  been  held  by  some  text  writers, 
that  such  conditions  are  within  the  rule,  does  not  seem  to  be 
well  founded.     {Vide  supra^  p.  174.) 

A  modem  In  lie  MachUy  21  Ch.  D.  838,  the  question  seems  to  have 

been  thought  not  free  from  doubt,  whether  a  determinable  fee 
could  be  limited  to  A.  and  his  heirs  until  A.  shall  be  declared  a 
bankrupt.  The  learned  judge  expressly  declined  to  give  an 
opinion  upon 'the  question ;  and  at  p.  843,  he  seems  not  to  have 
distinguished  the  particular  question  of  this  particular  limita- 
tion, from  the  general  question  ^^  whether  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  can  be  subject  to  a  -conditional  limitation,  or  not ; ''  by 
which  he  seems  to  have  meant,  whether  the  limitation  of  a 
determinable  fee  is  valid.  The  limitation  upon  which  the  dis- 
cussion arose,  was  held  to  be  a  limitation  subject  to  a  condition, 
and  not  a  conditional  (or  determinable)  limitation;  and  the 


DETEHMIKABLB  FBE8.  235 

condition,  being  in  absolute  restraint  of  the  alienation  of  a  fee 
simple,  was  held  to  be  Yoid,  as  being  repugnant  to  the  nature  of 
the  estate. 

All  modified  fees  confer  upon  the  tenant  the  same  absolute  Alienation  of 
right  of  user,  and  to  commit  imrestrained  and  imlimited  waste,  fees, 
as  a  fee  simple.    They  do  not  neoessarilj  confer  the  same  right 
of  alienation  and  devise. 

The  power  of  the  tenant  of  a  determinable  fee  to  alienate  or 
devise  cannot,  properly  speaking,  be  said  to  be  in  any  waj 
restricted;  but  his  alienation  will  not  create  a  greater  estate 
than  he  himself  has.  He  may  aliene  at  pleasure,  and  the  assign 
or  devisee  takes  a  like  estate  of  inheritance,  determinable  upon 
the  happening  of  the  event  which  would  have  determined  it  in 
the  hands  of  the  donee  or  his  heirs. 

There  seems  to  be  nothing  in  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  to 
modify  in  any  way  the  right  of  alienation  incident  at  common 
law  to  the  estate  of  the  tenant  of  a  determinable  fee.  It  is 
not  improbable  that,  in  sect.  58,  sub-s.  (1),  (vi),  of  that  Act, 
the  words  **  conditional  limitation  "  mean  a  determinable  limita- 
tion at  common  law,  such  as  has  formed  the  subject  of  this 
chapter ;  but  those  words  are  there  expressly  confined  to  deter- 
minable limitations  of  estates  for  life,  estates  pur  autre  r/e,  and 
terms  of  years  ^^  determinable  on  life." 
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CHAPTEE  XVni. 

CONDITIONAL    PEES. 

The  law  relating  to  oonditional  fees  whioh  oan  now  subsist  only 
in  hereditaments  other  them  tenements,  and  (by  analogy)  in 
copyholds  of  manors  in  whioh  there  is  no  custom  of  entail,  is  a 
very  obscure  subject  of  researolL  The  most  eminent  authorities 
are  sometimes  at  variance,  and  the  living  tradition  of  modem 
practice  is  almost  entirely  wanting.  But  of  the  questions  which 
have  beei^  raised  some,  even  before  ,the  staijt^te  De  JBgniSf  were 
probably  matters  of  more  curiosity  than  practical  importance ; 
and  others  rather  illustrate  the  difiSculty  of  leSStSiSBiitg  the  rules 
governing  these  estates  with  general  principles,  than  throw  any 
doubt  upon  the  roles  themselves. 

Definitioii,  A  conditional  fee  may  be  defined  in  limine  as  a  species  of 

theirUmita-     (^^tcit^  limited  upon  or  subject  to  (that  is,  defeasible  upon  breach 
*"*"•  of,  or  to  be  confirmed,  or  enlarged,  upon  performance  of)  a 

condition ;  the  nature  of  the  estate,  and  the  nature  of  the  con- 
dition, being  reserved  for  subsequent  remark.  But  this  definition 
is  subject  to  the  observation,  that  the  rules  governing  these  fees 
rest  upon  a  special  basis  of  their  own,  and  are  not  in  accordance 
with  the  general  law  applicable  to  estates  upon  condition. 

The  conditions  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  con- 
ditional fee  are  restricted  to  a  single  type,  which  always  takes 
the  form  of  a  limitation  expressed  to  be  to  the  heirs  of  the  body 
of  the  donee  or  donees,  either  generally^  or  to  a  special  class  of 
such  heirs.  The  word  heirs  limits  a  fee,  or  estate  of  inheritance ; 
while  the  imposed  restriction  prevents  the  fee  from  being  a  fee 
simple  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term.  The  different  forms 
assumed  by  this  kind  of  limitation,  which  require  to  be  noticed 
as  illustrating  the  law  of  entail,  are  as  follows : — 

(1)  To  the  heirs  of  tlie  body ;    (2)  To  the  heirs  male  of  the 
body ;  (3)  To  the  heirs  female  of  the  body ; 
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(4)  To  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  donee  by  a  pariieular  wife 
(or  husband) :  the  person  designated  as  wife  (or  husband) 
not  necessarily  being  married  to  the  donee  at  the  time  of 
the  gift,  bnt  being  by  possibility  capable  of  saoh  marriage ; 
(5)  To  the  hdT%  rnak  of  the  body  of  the  donee  by  a  par- 
ticular wife  (or  husband) ;  (6)  To  the  heirs  femak  of  the 
body  of  the  donee  by  a  particular  wife  (or  husband) ; 

(7)  To  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  two  persons  lawfully  married, 
or  by  possibility  capable  of  lawful  marriage,  the  two 
persons  being  both  named  as  donees  in  the  gift ;  (8)  To 
the  heirs  male  of  the  bodies  of  two  such  persons  as 
aforesaid ;  and  (9)  To  the  heirs  female  of  the  bodies  of 
two  such  persons  as  aforesaid. 

The  phrase  heir  male  imports  not  only  that  the  heir  must  be  Natnn  of 
a  male,  but  also  that  he  must  be  able  to  deduce  his  descent  solely    ^^ 
through  males.    And  similarly  of  heir  female.     (Litt.  sect.  24, 
and  Lord  Coke's  comment.) 

Any  similar  restriction  to  a  single  sex,  if  attempted,  in  a  deed '  The  special 
or  on  a  feoffment,  to  be  imposed  upon  the  heirs  general,  as  by  heir  of  the 
limitation  to  the  heirs  maky  is  void,  and  the  grantee  takes  a  fee  ^* 
simple.  (litt.  sect.  31.)  The  law  arrives  at  this  construction, 
by  rejecting  the  word  wcrfe,  upon  the  principle,  ut  res  magis 
taleat  quam  pereat.  (Co.  litt.  27  a,  b.)  And  upon  the  same 
principle,  if  gavelkind  lands  be  limited  to  A.  and  his  eldest 
heirs,  or  if  common  law  lands  be  limited,  in  a  deed  or  on  a 
feoffment,  to  A.  and  the  eldest  heirs  female  of  his  body,  the 
word  eldest  will  be  rejected,  to  give  effect  to  the  limitation. 
But  in  a  will,  a  limitation  to  A.  and  his  heirs  male  will  create 
an  estate  in  tail  male;  the  words,  *'of  his  body,"  being 
supplied  by  construction  of  law.  (Co.  litt.  27  a ;  Baker  v. 
Wallj  Ld.  Baym.  185.)  This  is  therefore  no  exception  to  the 
rule,  that  restrictions  in  point  of  sex  cannot  be  imposed  upon 
heirs  general. 


The  restricted  nature  of  this  limitation  was,  at  a  period  so  In  vhei 
early  as  to  be  almost  beyond  the  reach  of  history,  construed  by  i,  ,„,^ii^i^^\ 
the  courts  as  being  in  the  nature  of  a  condition ;  and  the  limita- 
tion as  being  therefore  in  the  nature  of  a  limitation  upon  condit'on. 
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And  ihej  seem  to  have  regarded  the  oonditioii  as  to  some  extent 
uniting  in  itself  oontxadictoiy  characteristios :  being  partlj  in 
the  nature  of  a  condition  which  by  its  performance  would 
confirm,  or  enlarge,  the  estate,  and  partly  in  the  nature  of  a 
condition  always  remaining  liable,  by  a  breach,  to  defeat  the 
estate.    For — 

(1^)  As  soon  as  an  heir  of  the  prescribed  class  was  bom  {post 
prokm  susciiatam)  this  was  held  to  be  for  some  purposes  a  per* 
formanee  of  the  condition,  so  as  for  some  purposes  to  enlarge 
the  conditional  fee  into  a  fee  simple ;  namely,  so  far  as  to  enable 
the  donee  (1)  to  aliene  the  lands  for  an  estate  of  fee  simple 
absolute ;  (2)  to  forfeit,  including  under  that  word  escheat  by 
attainder  of  felony  besides  forfeiture  for  treason ;  (3)  to  charge 
with  incumbrances  which  were  as  indefeasible  as  if  created  by  a 
tenant  in  fee  simple.  (Co.  litt.  19  a.)  And  (4),  in  the  case  of 
a  gift  either  to  a  donee  and  his  or  her  issue  by  a  particular  wife 
or  husband,  or  to  two  donees  and  their  joint  issue,  birth  of  the 
prescribed  issue  had  the  effect  of  enlarging  the  possible  course  of 
descent,  so  as  to  make  it  include  issue  of  the  donee,  or  of  the 
Burvivor  of  two  donees,  by  another  wife  or  huflband;  as  wUl 
presently  be  explained  more  at  large. 

If  the  donee  of  the  conditional  fee  aliened  before  such  issue 
bom,  his  alienation  would  bar  his  own  issue,  if  bom  afterwards, 
giving  the  assign  an  estate  which  endured  so  long  as  such  issue 
should  exist ;  but  such  alienation  would  not  bar  the  donor  of  his 
possibility  of  reverter  on  failure  of  such  issue.     (Co.  litt.  19  a.) 

The  descent  of      But  this  fulfilment  of  the  condition,  by  having  issue  of  the 

fee.  prescribed  class,  was  not  an  absolute  fulfilment  once  and  for  all : 

the  estate  was  not  thereby  converted  into  a  fee  simple  for  all 

purposes,  and  the  condition  for  some  purposes  still  remained  on 

foot;  for — 

(2°)  If  the  donee,  after  birth  of  the  prescribed  issue,  did  not 
aliene,  but  suffered  the  estate  to  descend,  it  followed  the  pre- 
scribed course  of  descent,  and  none  but  heirs  of  the  prescribed 
class  could  take ;  but  these  could  take  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
heir  general,  in  case  he  (or  she)  happened  not  to  be  of  the 
prescribed  class.  (Co.  Litt.  19  a;  and  Harg.  n.  4  thereon.) 
That  is  to  say,  the  special  heir  per  formam  dani  is  not  necessarily 
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identical  with  the  heir  general.  This  proposition  involves  an 
anomaly,  seeing  that  by  this  means  the  course  of  descent  by  the 
common  law  could  be  diverted  into  a  dijBPerent  channel.  For 
example,  if  a  man  should  die  leaving  two  sons ;  and  afterwards 
the  elder  son  should  die  leaving  only  a  daughter,  in  this  case  the 
daughter  is  the  heir  general  of  the  first  mentioned  person ;  but 
the  heir  male  is  the  younger  son,  or  (after  his  death)  his  male 
issue ;  and  under  a  limitation  to  the  first  mentioned  person  and 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  the  younger  son  and  his  male  issue 
would  inherit,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  heir  general.  Similarly, 
if  a  man  should  die  leaving  a  son  and  a  daughter,  the  son, 
whether  elder  or  younger  than  the  daughter,  is  the  heir  general ; 
but,  under  a  limitation  to  the  first  mentioned  person  and  the 
heirs  female  of  his  body,  the  daughter,  whether  elder  or  younger 
than  the  son,  would  inherit ;  in  this  case  also  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  heir  general. 

This  doctrine  of  descent  probably  admits  of  no  dispute  in 
regard  to  conditional  fees;  and  it  undoubtedly  admits  of  no 
dispute  so  far  as  fees  tail  are  concerned.     (litt.  sects.  21 — 25.) 

The  heir  (of  the  prescribed  class)  coming  in  by  descent,  had, 
whether  he  had  issue  or  not,  exactly  the  same  power  or  capeu)ity 
to  alienate,  forfeit,  and  charge,  as  the  original  donee  had  after 
birth  of  the  prescribed  issue. 

If  the  succession  of  the  special  heirs  came  to  an  end  without 
any  alienation  having  been  made,  the  donor's  possibility  of 
reverter  became  an  interest  in  possession. 

«    As  has  been  briefly  mentioned,  a  conditional  fee  limited  to  the  The  possible 
heirs  (whether  general  or  special)  of  the  body  of  a  donee  by  a  descCTUs 
particular  wife  or  htisband,  or  to  the  heirs  of  the  bodies  of  two  ^*d?rj°'  * 
persons  lawfully  married,  or  capable  of  lawful  marriage,  had  a  fee  ^^  for 
remarkable  characteristic,  particularly  referred  to  in  the  preamble 
to  the  statute  Be  Bonis  by  which  conditional  fees  were  converted 
into  fees  tail ;    namely,  that,  after  issue  of  the  prescribed  kind  had 
been  born^  the  estate  might,  in  default  of  such  issue,  descend  to 
the  issue  of  the  donee,  or  of  the  survivor  of  the  two  donees,  by 
another  wife,  or  husband,  as  the  case  might  require.     That  is 
to  say,  the  birth  of  issue  of  the  prescribed  class  would  prac- 
tically convert  what  might  be  styled  a  gift  in  special  tail  at  the 
common  law  into  a  gift  in  general  tail  at  the  common  law.     This 
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proposition  is  deduced  by  Lord  Coke  as  a  conclusion  &om  the 
doctrine,  (1)  that,  the  survivor  being  the  wife,  her  second  hus- 
band, after  birth  of  issue  by  her,  should  be  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  (2  Inst.  336 ;  the  4th  resolution  in  Paine*8  Case,  8  Eep. 
34,  at  p.  35  b) ;  and  (2)  that,  the  survivor  being  the  husband, 
his  second  wife  should  have  dower.  {Ibid,  at  p.  36  a.)  Accord- 
ing to  Lord  Hale,  this  peculiar  characteristic  did  not  apply  to 
conditional  fees  created  by  gift  in  frankmairiage.  (Co.  Litt. 
19  a,  n.  3.)  By  the  statute  Be  DontSj  conditional  fees  were 
deprived  of  this  peculiar  quality ;  and  the  descent  of  such  con- 
ditional fees,  which  were  transmuted  by  the  statute  into  what 
are  now  styled  estates  in  special  tail,  was  thenceforth  restricted 
solely  to  the  issue  of  the  donee  or  donees. 


Certain  fees 

limited  upon 

condition, 

claasedly 

Pnston  with 

conditional 

fees. 


With  conditional  fees  as  above  defined  and  discussed,  Preston 
has  also  classed  limitations  made  to  a  man  and  his  heirs  generallf/^ 
if  he  shall  have  heirs  of  his  body.  (2  Prest.  Est.  292.)  This 
usage  is  not  peculiar  to  Preston ;  for  distinct  traces  of  it  may 
be  found  in  Lord  Coke  and  other  authors.  He  is,  however, 
more  systematic  and  elaborate  in  his  adoption  of  it,  and  in  his 
treatment  of  conditional  fees  as  being  only  one  class  of  fees 
limited  upon  condition.  But  he  expressly  lays  it  down,  that 
conditional  fees  of  this  latter  type  "  are  governed  by  the  general 
rules  of  law,  as  distinguished  from  the  law  applicable  to  con- 
ditional fees  properly  so  denominated."  (2  Prest.  Est.  292.) 
From  this  passage  it  appears,  both  that  these  limitations  are 
more  properly  styled  limitations  subject  to  a  condition,  and  are, 
in  fact,  governed  by  the  common-law  learning  applicable  to. 
estates  upon  condition,  and  also  that  Preston  fully  admitted  the 
difFerence  between  them  and  conditional  fees  properly  so  called. 

The  condition  annexed  to  this  kind  of  limitation,  is  an  express 
condition  properly  so  called;  and  (unlike  the  quasi-condition 
supposed  to  be  implied  in  the  limitation  of  a  conditional  fee 
proper)  it  is  fulfilled,  once  for  all,  and  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, by  birth  of  the  prescribed  issue,  whereby  the  estate 
becomes  ipso  facto  a  fee  simple  absolute. 

Since,  these  limitations  differ  so  widely  from  conditional  fees 
properly  so  called,  it  does  not  seem  to  be  expedient  to  dass  them 
together.  It  is  superfiuous  to  say  that  these  limitations  do  not 
occur  in  practice. 


(    241    ) 


CHAPTER  XIX. 


QUALIFIED  FEES  SIMPLE. 


There  remaiiis  another  kind  of  limitation  allowed  by  the  com- 
mon law,  in  the  nature  of  an  express  modification  of  a  fee 
simple,  and  giving  rise  to  an  estate  of  inheritance,  which,  since, 
in  the  opinion  of  Preston,  it  is  undoubtedly  yalid,  requires  to 
be  mentioned ;  and  the  recent  case  of  Blake  y.  Hynes,  which  is 
referred  to  at  the  end  of  this  chapter,  shows  that  its  possible 
occurrence  in  practice  is  a  matter  which  needs  to  be  considered. 
It  may  conveniently  be  styled  a  qualified  fee  simple. 

It  clearly  appears  from  Litt.  sect.  364,  as  explained  by  Tx>rd  Their  nature 
Coke's  comment,  that,  by  the  common  law,  a  fee  may  be  ex-  Umitation. 
pressly  limited  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  any  ancestor,  in  the 
paternal  line,*  whose  heir  he  is.  Littleton  declares  that  a  limi- 
tation must  be  made  in  this  form,  by  a  feofFee  who  is  seised  in 
fee  simple,  subject  to  a  condition  to  re-infeoff  "  many  men  " — 
plmors  homes — ^jointly  in  fee  simple,  in  case  all  of  them  should 
die  before  any  feoffment  has  been  made  pursuant  to  the  condi- 
tion. Under  such  circumstances  he  lays  it  down,  that  the 
feoffment  should  be  made  to  the  heir  of  the  last  surviyor, 
habendum  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  the  aforesaid  survivor. 

The  simplest  example  of  this  kind  of  limitation  would  occur, 
if  the  heir  of  the  last  survivor  should  be  his  son ;  in  which  case, 
by.  following  Littleton's  directions,  we  should  arrive  at  a  limita- 
tion to  a  man  and  his  heirs  ex  parte  paterndy  so  as  to  exclude 
altogether  from  the  succession  the  heirs  ex  parte  maternd;  who. 


*  Some  remarks  will  be  foimd  at  p.  249,  infra,  upon  the  question  whether  the 
person  named  as  the  purchaser  is  necessarily  the  heir,  in  the  paternal  line,  of  the 
person  named  as  the  ancestor.  It  cannot  be  stated  with  confidence,  that  the 
authority  of  Littleton  and  Lord  Coke  is  in  favour  of  the  yalidity  of  these  limita- 
tions, unices  this  restriction  is  inserted;  but  they  make  no  express  mention  of 
the  restriction,  when  treating  of  the  subject. 

C.R.P.  R 
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if  he  had  taken  a  fee  simple  absolute,  since  he  would  have  taken 
it  by  purchase  and  not  by  descent,  would  have  been  entitled  to 
succeed  on  a  failure  of  the  heirs  ex  parte  paternd. 

The  fawt  that,  by  the  common  law,  a  seisin  in  fee  simple, 
which  had  been  acquired  by  descent  from  a  father  who  had 
oome  to  the  estate  by  way  of  purchase,  excluded  the  heirs  of  the 
son  ex  parte  maternd,  supplies  the  motive  which  induced  Littleton 
to  prescribe  the  adoption  of  this  limitation  under  the  above- 
mentioned  circumstances.  To  state  the  case  more  generally,  a 
seisin  in  fee  simple  acquired  by  descent  from  any  ancestor  who 
had  come  to  the  estate  by  purchase,  excluded  all  heirs  of  the 
descendant  who  were  not  of  the  blood  of  the  ancestor.  The 
change  in  the  law  of  descent  effected  by  the  Descent  Act,  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  106,  s.  2,  does  not  seem  to  have  made  any  difference, 
so  far  as  regards  the  method  prescribed  by  Littleton  for  attaining 
the  object  which  he  had  in  view.  Under  the  same  circumstances 
as  those  supposed  by  him,  it  would  still  be  necessary  to  make 
the  same  limitation  in  order  to  fulfil  the  condition  which  he 
supposes  to  have  been  imposed.  The  substitution  by  the 
Descent  Act  of  the  last  purchaser  as  the  root  of  descent,  in  the 
place  of  the  person  who  last  had  seisin  in  deed  of  the  lands, 
confines  the  inheritable  blood  to  the  blood  of  the  last  purchaser 
quite  as  strictly  as  the  rule  of  the  common  law.  And  though 
a  later  enactment,  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  19,  has  now  introduced 
a  possibility  that,  under  peculiar  circumstances,  persons  might 
inherit  who  are  not  of  the  blood,  this  contingency  contains 
nothing  to  affect  Littleton's  directions.  If  that  contingency 
should  happen,  its  effect  will  be  precisely  the  same  in  whatever 
way  the  limitation  is  made. 

There  seems  to  be  no  sufficient  reason  to  suppose  that  the 
Descent  Act  has  in  any  way  affected  the  validity  of  these  limi- 
tations at  common  law.  And  it  will  presently  be  shown,  by 
what  are  conceived  to  be  irrefragable  arguments,  that  this 
statute  expressly  provided  a  new  method  of  limitation,  by 
which  precisely  such  a  fee  as  that  described  by  Littleton  could 
be  limited ;  so  that,  if  the  statute  had,  in  this  respect,  any  effect 
at  all,  its  effects  were,  at  all  events,  restricted  to  prescribing  a 
new  method  of  limitation,  without  affecting  the  validity  of  the 
estate. 
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The  farther  question,  whether  the  validity  of  these  limitations 
was  affected  by  the  22  &  23  Vict.  o.  35,  s.  19,  remains  to  be 
considered ;  and  some  remarks  upon  this  point  will  be  found  at 
p.  254,  infra. 

Here  the  course  of  descent  does  not  differ,  so  long  as  the  The  oonrse  of 
estate  endures,  from  the  course  of  descent  which  would  have 
been  taken  by  a  fee  simple  absolute,  upon  the  hypothesis  that  it 
had  actually  descended  from  the  specified  ancestor ;  but  in  a 
certain  sense*  it  may  be  said  that  the  quantum  of  the  estate 
differs,  the  descent  being  restricted  to  one  class  only  of  the 
heirs,  and  the  estate  determining  with  the  exhaustion  of  this 
class.  Here  the  word  class  is  used  to  denote  those  heirs  of  the 
descendant  who  are  also  among  the  heirs  of  the  specified 
ancestor.  Where  the  descendant  is  the  son,  such  heirs  are 
frequently  classed  together  as  the  heirs  ex  parte  patemd  ;  but  in 
the  case  of  more  remote  descendants,  such  classes  of  ancestors 
less  often  required  to  be  mentioned,  and  have  not  acquired 
special  names.  It  will  appear,  however,  from  some  subsequent 
remarks,  that  this  language  about  restriction  of  the  descent  to 
a  class  of  heirSy  is  somewhat  confusing  and  misleading.  The 
simplest  point  of  view  is  to  regard  one  person  as  being  sub- 
stituted for  another  as  the  root  of  descent.  When  we  say  that 
the  descent  is  restricted  to  the  heirs  ex  parte  patet^d^  we  only  mean 
that  the  descent  is  to  be  traced  from  the  father,  subject  to  the 
hypothesis  that  he  has  had  at  least  one  son. 

Preston  has  treated  limitations  of  this  kind  with  considerable 
detail  in  the  first  volume  of  his  Treatise  on  Estates,  pp.  449 — 
475.  He  makes  it  quite  plain  that  he  intended  to  mark  off  this 
estate  into  a  separate  class,  not  merely  to  classify  it  among  the 
other  fees  usually  collected  under  the  terms  qualified  fee^  or 
qualified  or  base  fee;  which  terms,  as  above  mentioned,  are 
commonly  used  to  include  all  fees,  except  fees  simple  (absolute) 


*  Id  the  Mnse,  at  all  eyenta,  in  which  aa  estate  jwr  autre  pie  is  said  to  he  lees 
in  quoHtuM  than  the  estate  of  a  tenant  for  his  own  life.  Bat  Preston  thought 
that  the  distinotion  in  qumUum  was  of  a  mnoh  more  serions  nature.  For  soma 
remarks  npon  his  dootrine,  see  p.  260,  it^firtu 
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and  conditional  fees.  He  remark?,  that  a  passage  of  Black- 
stone,  2  Bl.  Com.  222,  may  seem  to  throw  doubt  upon  the 
existence  of  this  species  of  estate;  but  expresses  the  opinion, 
"  That  the  authority  of  Littleton,  and  of  Lord  Coke,  establish 
in  the  most  decisive  manner  the  certainty  of  its  existence." 
(1  Brest.  Est.  469.)  The  presiant  writer  formerly  entertained 
some  suspicion  that  this  peculiar  estate  owes  its  existence  to 
Littleton's  ingenuity  in  suggesting  a  hypothetical  case.  But 
the  case  of  Blake  y.  HyneB  rather  suggests  the  conclusion,  that 
Littleton's  observations  may  have  arisen  from  the  tradition  of 
an  ingenious  device  actually  used  to  extricate  a  client  from  an 
awkward  position,  which  would  at  first  sight  seem  to  leave  open 
no  course  by  which  he  could  precisely  fulfil  the  condition 
imposed  upon  him.  From  Liord  Coke's  language  it  is  clear  that 
Littleton's  meaning  needed  interpretation,  and  had  in  fact  been 
misunderstood.  This  shows  that  the  device  in  question  could 
not  have  been  common. 

DiBtingaislied      The  rare  occurrence  of  this  species  of  estate,  if  it  ever  has 
fe^  ^^  actually  occurred,  has  prevented  it  from  receiving  much  notice. 

The  present  writer  is  not  aware  of  any  authorities  other  than 
those  above  cited,*  who  have  made  it  the  subject  of  express  dis- 
cussion ;  and  this  remark  is  meant  to  be  exclusive  of  Black- 
stone,  as  will  presently  be  shown  more  at  large.     Though  it  has 


*  Preston  cites  Fleta,  lib.  3,  c.  3,  as  gr^^^ST  ^  definitlou  of  these  fees.  (1  Prest. 
Est.  449,  note  g.)  There  is,  how^ever,  nothing  about  them  in  that  chapter ; — a 
fact  which  wiU  surprise  no  one  who  is  familiar  with  the  inaccuracy  of  the 
r^erences  in  Preston's  works.  Those  deeply-learned  treatises  seem  to  hare 
been  issued  from  the  press  unoared  for  except  by  the  printer's  devil.  There  is 
probably  something  about  these  qualified  fees  somewhere  in  Fleta ;  but  the 
present  ^writer,  in  the  course  of  a  somewhat  cursory  inspection  of  what  seemed 
to  be  the  most  probable  places,  has  not  been  able  to  find  any  reference  to  them. 
An  exhaustive  search  would  hardly  have  repaid  the  trouble.  Fleta' s  definition, 
in  Preston's  version  of  it,  is  couched  in  wide  and  somewhat  vague  terms  ;  and  it 
appears  to  go  beyond  what  is  laid  down  by  Littleton  and  Lord  Coke.  In  so  far 
as  the  author  styled  Fleta  concurs  with  Littleton  and  Lord  Coke,  his  authority 
seems  to  be  superfluous :  in  so  far  as  he  goes  beyond  them,  he  does  not  seem 
to  be  entitled  to  extraordinary  veneration. 

Beeves,  3  Hist.  £ng.  Law,  342,  343,  refers  to  Litt.  sect.  354,  as  being  an 
example  of  the  ey  prU  performance  of  a  condition,  when  the  literal  performance 
of  it  had  become  impossible.  He  does  not  appear  to  have  adverted  to  the 
peculiarities  of  the  oonseqaent  estate,  or  to  any  question  in  controversy  with 
respect  to  it. 
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no  great  practical  importance,  the  mode  of  its  limitation  is  too 
remarkable  to  be  passed  over  in  silence ;  and  it  requires  to  be 
separately  classed.  It  dlffors  in  a  marked  manner  from  a 
determinable  fee,*  since  it  is  limited  by  restriction  to  a  parti- 
cular class  of  the  heirs,  and  not  by  reference  to  the  happening  of 
a  future  event.  It  still  more  evidently  differs  from  a  conditional 
fee,  because,  so  long  as  it  endures,  the  powers  of  the  tenant  are 
neither  enlarged  nor  abridged  by  anything  in  the  nature  of  the 
performance  of  a  condition.  It  is  manifestly  quite  distinct  from 
a  fee  tail,  because  (cmiong  other  reasons)  the  issue  had  never  any 
claim  against  the  alienation,  by  whatever  assurance  it  might 
be  effected,  of  the  ancestor ;  whereas,  even  at  the  present  day, 
not  all  assurances  of  the  ancestor  will  bar  the  issue  in  tail.  And 
it  differs  from  a  base  fee,  as  defined  in  these  pages,  too  obviously 
for  the  difference  to  require  particular  mention. 

The  passage  of  Blackstone  above  referred  to,  as  seeming  to  Sapposed 
throw  doubt  upon  the  validity  of  qualified  fees  simple,  is  in  derived  from 
reality  foreign  to  the  purpose.  Blackstone  is  endeavouring  to  ^^®*8*»^«- 
acooimt,  upon  principles  of  archaic  feudalism,  for  the  rule  of  the 
common  law,  that,  though  heirship  under  a  fee  simple  was 
deduced  from  the  person  last  seised,  and  though  heirship,  in 
respect  to  a  fee  simple,  included  collateral  heirship,  yet  no  one 
might  inherit  who  was  not  of  the  blood  of  the  onginal  purchaser. 
It  is  evident  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  this  rule  might 
restrict  what  would  have  otherwise  been  the  descent,  if  the  rule 
had  merely  prescribed  that  descent  should  be  traced  from  the 
person  last  seised.  If  a  man  had  acquired  a  fee  simple  by  pur- 
chase, and  this  had  descended  upon  his  son  as  heir-at-law,  and 
the  son  had  subsequently  died  intestate,  leaving  no  (known) 
heir  ex  parte  paternd,  then  the  lands  would  (at  the  common  law) 
escheat  to  the  lord  sooner  than  pass  to  the  heirs  ex  parte  niatervd, 
(Litt.  sect.  4.)  These  last-mentioned  heirs  are  among  the  heirs 
of  the  person  last  seised,  but  they  do  not  fulfil  the  other  pre- 
scribed condition,  that  they  must  be  of  the  blood  of  the  first 
purchaser.    Blackstone  remarks,  that  this  feature  of  the  law  of 


*  Preston,  though  he  thonght  that,  for  purposes  of  alienation,  this  kind  of 
fee  has  the  quality  of  a  determinable  fee,  nererthdess  recognises  a  material 
difference  between  them.     (1  Purest.  Est.  468.) 
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desoent  was  entirely  unknown  to  the  Jews,  Qreeks  and  Bomans, 
and  that  it  is  almost  (he  might  probably  have  omitted  this  last 
word  with  perfeot  safety)  peculiar  to  our  own  laws  and  those  of 
a  similar  original.     (2  Bl.  Com.  220.) 

In  endeavouring  to  account  for  the  aboye-mentioned  rule^ 
Blaokstone  begins  by  considering  the  question  of  the  admission 
of  collateral  heirs.  He  adduces  much  learning  of  a  highly 
questionable  character ;  and  his  doctrine  is  not  perfectly  intelli-* 
gible  and  consistent  with  itself.  He  lays  it  down  that,  when 
feuds  first  began  to  be  hereditary  (and  it  is  difficult  to  guess 
within  several  centuries  what  epoch  is  here  referred  to)  no  one 
could  inherit  except  the  issue  of  the  purchaser ;  but  that,  at 
some  subsequent  period,  '4n  process  of  time,  when  the  feudal 
rigour  was  in  part  abated,"  it  became  the  custom,  in  the  grant 
of  a  feud  which  was  in  iaxit/eudum  novum  (by  which  Blackstone 
means,  a  feud  acquired  by  purchase)  to  express  that  it  should  be 
held  utfeudum  antiquum^  that  is  to  say  (as  Blackstone  under- 
stands the  phrase)  with  all  the  qualities  which  it  would  have 
had,  if  it  had  in  fact  descended  from  the  grantee's  ancestors. 
He  supposes  that  by  this  device  the  collateral  heirs,  of  any 
degree  of  remoteness,  acquired  their  right  of  succession;  because, 
even  under  the  strictest  rigours  oifeudum  novum,  after  a  descent 
once  cast,  some  collateral  heirs  of  the  person  last  seised  were  let 
into  the  succession ;  and  the  longer  the  descent  was  continued^ 
the  more  extensive  was  the  admission  of  the  collateral  heirs ;  so 
that,  if  by  a  feigned  supposition  it  was  imported  into  the  original 
grant  to  the  purchaser,  that  he  should  take  upon  the  same  terms 
as  if  the  feud  had  in  fact  descended  upon  him  from  his  ancestors 
indefinitely,  without  specifying  any  one  in  particular,  collateral 
ancestors  of  any  degree  of  remoteness  might  be  brought  into  the 
succession. 

Blackstone  sums  this  up  as  follows : — '*  Of  this  nature  are  all 
the  grants  of  fee-simple  estates  of  this  kingdom ;  for  there  is 
now  in  the  law  of  England  no  such  thing  as  a  grant  of  ^feudum. 
novum,  to  be  held  ut  novum :  unless  in  the  case  of  a  fee-tail,  and 
there  we  see  that  this  rule  is  strictly  observed,  and  none  but  the 
lineal  descendants  of  the  first  donee  (or  purchasor)  are  admitted; 
but  every  grant  of  lands  in  fee-simple  is  with  us  afeudum  novum 
to  be  held  ut  antiquum,  as  a  feud  whose  antiquity  is  indefinite  '^ 
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and  therefore  tlie  collateral  kindred  of  the  grantee,  or  descen- 
dants from  any  of  his  lineal  ancestors,  by  whom  the  lands  might 
possibly  have  been  purchased,  are  capable  of  being  called  to  the 
inheritance."     (2  Bl.  Com.  222.) 

There  is  no  need  to  pursue  the  further  refinements  by  which 
the  learned  author,  having  accounted  after  a  fashion  for  the  ad- 
mission of  collaterals,  proceeds  to  give  some  semblance  of  a 
reason  for  the  exclusion  of  all  who  are  not  of  the  blood  of  the 
first  purchaser.  These  speculations,  though  their  ingenuity  may 
amuse,  would  scarcely  at  the  present  day  be  gravely  proposed  as 
resting  upon  a  historical  basis.  And  it  is  evident,  that  Black- 
stone  had  not  in  his  eye  any  such  limitation  as  is  now  being 
considered,  and  that  his  remarks,  whether  well  or  iU-grounded, 
contain  nothing  which  is  opposed  to  its  validity.  The  question 
is  not,  to  adopt  Blackstone's  phraseology,  whether  a  fee  can  now 
(independently  of  the  statute  De  Bonis)  be  limited  ut  feudum 
novum ;  but  whether,  granting  that  every  fee  must  be  limited 
ut  feudum  antiquum^  the  precise  degree  of  the  antiquity  may 
lawfully  be  specified.  Blackstone's  contention,  that  where  no 
precise  degree  is  specified,  the  degree  is,  for  certain  purposes, 
taken  to  be  indefinite,  would  not  prove  that  the  degree  may  not, 
for  certain  purposes,  and  in  a  certain  sense,  be  precisely  defined. 

But  the  strongest  objection  against  founding  any  argument 
against  the  validity  of  qualified  fees  simple  upon  these  remarks, 
is  to  be  found  in  the  nature  of  the  remarks  themselves. 
Whether  it  was  judicious  in  a  lawyer,  when  writing  a  treatise 
for  purposes  of  practice,  to  enter  upon  vague  speculations  (for 
which  no  sufficient  materials  at  that  time  existed)  into  the 
primeval  origin  of  the  laws,  instead  of  confining  his  attention 
to  matters  less  remote,  may  be  an  open  question.  But  there 
can  hardly  be  any  question,  that  it  would  be  absurd  to  treat 
these  loose  and  obscure  generalisations,  ohiefiy  relating  to 
foreign  feudal  notions,  as  indicating  the  existence  of  any  settled 
opinion  in  Bleu)kstone's  mind,  upon  a  minute  and  highly 
technical  point  of  English  real  property  law.  There  is  nothing 
to  show  that  Blackstone  ever  at  any  time  directly  entertained 
in  his  mind  the  question  of  the  validity  of  these  limitations. 
But  there  seems  to  be,  in  the  above-cited  remarks  themselves, 
abundant  evidence  that  when  he  was  writing  them  nothing  waa 


Coke. 
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further  from  his  thoughts  than  the  validity  of  qualified  f eeg 
simple.  The  question  is  not  whether  Blaekstone  has  indi- 
vidually pronounced  against  their  validity,  about  which  he  was 
manifestly  not  thinking  at  all,  but  whether  his  fanciful  per- 
quisitions into  feudal  antiquities,  if  they  seem  to  make  against 
the  validity  of  qualified  fees  simple,  can  rationally  be  regarded 
as  having  any  weight  for  such  a  purpose.  This  question  seems 
to  answer  itself. 

Seoond  objec-  A  more  serious  objection  against  the  validity  of  these  limita- 
from  Lord  tions,  under  certain  circumstances,  is  perhaps  to  be  found  in  the 
following  passage  of  Lord  Coke : — "  If  a  man  giveth  lands  to  a 
man,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heires  on  the  part  of 
his  mother,  yet  the  heires  of  the  part  of  the  father  shall  inherit, 
for  no  man  can  institute  a  new  kind  of  inheritance  not  allowed 
by  the  law,  and  the  words  (of  the  part  of  his  mother)  are  voide." 
(Go.  Litt.  13  a.)  This  language  may  be  held  to  import  that  if, 
in  a  case  resembling  that  above  supposed  by  Littleton,  the  per- 
sons to  whom  the  re-feoffment  must  be  made  should  include  a 
woman,  who  should  happen  to  be  the  last  survivor  and  to  die 
leaving  a  son,  then  the  feoffment  could  not  be  made  in  the 
prescribed  form ;  since  that  would  imply  a  limitation  to  the  son, 
habendum  to  him  and  his  heirs  ex  parte  matemd. 

However  this  question  may  be  answered,  in  oases  where  the 
last  survivor  happened  to  be  a  woman,  it  of  course  imports 
nothing  against  the  vaUdity  of  such  limitations  when  the  kst 
survivor  is  a  man. 

Preston  understands  Lord  Coke  in  the  sense  above  stated; 
and  expresses  the  opinion,  that  in  case  the  last  survivor  should 
be  a  woman,  the  limitation  should  be  made  to  the  son  and  his 
heirs  simply,  that  is,  for  a  fee  simple  absolute.  (I  Prest.  Est. 
474,  475.)  He  remarks  that,  since  in  this  case  the  law  does  not 
permit  the  limitation  to  be  made  in  the  special  form,  no  breach 
of  the  condition  will  be  incurred  by  making  it  in  the  general 
form ;  and  he  remarks  that,  ^'  in  Littleton's  ease,  the  course  of 
descent  prescribed  by  the  limitation  does  not  vary  the  course  of 
descent  prescribed  by  the  general  rules  of  law.  The  course  is 
bounded  only^  and  not  diverted  or  turned  out  of  its  proper 
channel/'     (1  Prest.  Est.  474.)     He  seems  to  assume  that 
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only  males  axe  to  be  inoluded  under  Littleton's  expression, 
plusora  hofnes. 

The  meaning  of  this  distinction  may  be  explained  as  follows : 
In  the  limitation  of  a  qualified  fee  simple  two  persons  are,  in 
different  senses,  regarded  as  purchasers,  namely,  the  person  to 
whom  the  limitation  is  made  and  the  specified  ancestor  through 
whom  the  descent  is  to  be  deduced.  If  the  ancestor  is  in  the 
paternal  line,  the  commencement  of  the  descent,  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  limitation,  will  not  differ  from  what  would 
have  been  the  commencement  of  the  descent  upon  the  hypo* 
thesis  that  the  person  to  whom  the  limitation  is  made  is  for  all 
purposes  the  purchaser.  But  if,  in  specifying  the  ancestor,  any 
divergence  from  the  paternal  line  were  permitted,  the  com- 
mencement of  the  descent  according  to  the  terms  of  the  limita- 
tion would  be  different  from  what  it  would  have  been  if  the 
person  to  whom  the  limitation  is  made  had  been  the  purchaser. 
Thus  there  would  be  a  discrepancy,  or  discordance,  at  the  coni" 
mencement  of  the  descent^  which  does  not  exist  when  the  specified 
ancestor  is  in  the  male  line. 

•   It  would  be  a  task  of  much  dificulty  successfully  to  impugn  Whetlier  the 
this  yiew,  apparently  supported  by  the  general  rule  laid  down  neoeasarilj  to 
by  Lord  Coke,  which  is  accepted  in  that  sense  by  Preston ;  and  *^^^^*5^ 
thia  ifl  the  reason  why  the  present  writer,  in  framing  the  defini-  ^ 
tion  given  at  p.  241,  antey  inserted  the  words,  in  the  paternal  line. 
But  the  present  writer,  after  mature  consideration,  cannot  help 
entertaining  a  suspicion,  that  when  Lord  Coke  wrote  the  above 
cited  passage  about  the  heirs  ex  parte  materndy  he  had  forgotten 
all  about  qualified  fees  simple :  a  subject  upon  which,  so  far  as 
the  present  writer  is  aware,  he  touches  nowhere  except  in  his 
commentary  upon  litt.  sect.  354.     It  may  perhaps  not  be 
impossible  that,  if  the  point  had  been  brought  to  his  attention, 
he  might  have  been  willing  to  allow  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule,  in  a  case  where  the  limitation  was  made  in  pursuance  of  a 
condition  which  could  not  be  performed  otherwise  than  by  a 
limitation  to  the  heirs  ex  parte,  tnaternd. 

Another  question  remains  which  would  be  of  the  greatest  Alienatioii  of 
practical  importance  if  these  limitations  were  more  frequently  ^mple.    ^ 
met  with. 
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Freeton's 
opinion. 


There  is  nothing  to  suggest  that  the  grantee,  or  the  inheritor, 
of  a  qualified  fee  simple  is  subject  to  any  restraint  upon  his 
power  to  alienate  the  estate.  But  the  question  has  been  raised, 
what  estate  is  taken  by  the  person  to  whom,  upon  an  alienation, 
the  estate  is  oonveyed,  and  whether  in  his  hands  the  estate 
becomes  a  fee  simple  absolute. 

Preston  has  repeatedly  expressed  the  opinion,  that  the  grantee, 
or  the  inheritor,  of  a  qualified  fee  simple  has,  for  the  purpose  of 
alienation,  only  a  determinable  fee  ;  that  he  cannot  convey  a  fee 
simple ;  and  that  the  estate,  in  the  hands  of  an  assignee,  will 
determine,  if  and  when  the  particular  class  of  the  heirs  of  the 
grantee,  to  whom  it  was  originally  limited,  should  come  to  an  end. 
He  also  holds  that,  upon  the  determination  of  the  estate,  there 
is  no  escheat  to  the  lord  (which  is  peculiar  to  fees  simple 
absolute)  but  a  reverter  to  the  heirs  of  the  person  by  whom  the 
re- feoffment  was  made.  (I  Prest.  Est.  471 ;  see  also,  pp.  420, 
466,  468,  and  469.) 


Examination 
of  Ffeston's 
opinion. 


Those  propositions  are  so  startling  that,  in  spite  of  the  autho- 
rity of  Preston,  some  hesitation  in  accepting  them  is  perhaps 
not  wholly  inexcusable. 

Lord  Coke,  as  we  have  seen,  informs  us,  that  Littleton's 
design  in  prescribing  this  form  of  limitation  under  the  above- 
mentioned  circumstances,  was  to  pi'event  the  inheritance  from 
descending  upon  any  persons  who  would  not  have  been  inherit- 
able  if  the  re-feofPment  had  been  made  strictly  according  to  the 
condition.  But  the  condition  expressly  imported,  that  the 
re-feofiPment  should  be  made  for  a  fee  simple  absolute — "to 
have  and  to  hold  to  them  and  to  their  heirs  for  ever."  (Litt. 
sect.  354.)  And  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  Littleton  would 
have  recommended  this  device,  if  he  had  thought  that  its  adop- 
tion would  cause  a  much  more  serious  breach  of  the  condition — 
by  substituting,  for  all  purposes  of  subsequent  alienation,  a 
determinable  fee  for  a  fee  simple  absolute — than  the  breach 
which  it  was  designed  to  avoid.  This  seems  to  show,  that 
Littleton  and  Lord  Coke  would  not,  upon  this  point,  have  con- 
curred in  opinion  with  Preston. 

On  a  descent  cast,  from  a  father  as  a  purchaser  in  fee  simple 
absolute,  to  his  son  as  heir-at-law,  the  heirs  ex  parte  matemd  of 
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the  son  would  be  excluded  from  the  succession,  both  by  the 
oommon  law  and  under  the  Descent  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106. 
A  fee  simple  absolute  was,  in  this  respect,  before  22  &  23  Yict. 
c.  35,  placed  in  the  same  position  as  a  qualified  fee  simple,  by  the 
mere  fact  of  a  descent.  But  it  has,  of  course,  never  been  suggested 
by  anyone  that  the  heir,  succeeding  by  inheritance  to  a  fee  simple 
absolute,  could  not  alienate  for  a  fee  simple  absolute.  The 
account  given  by  Lord  Coke  of  Littleton's  motive  makes  it  very 
difficult  to  doubt  that,  when  he  prescribed  or  invented  the  limita- 
tion of  qualified  fees  simple,  he  thought  that  his  device  would 
place  the  grantee  in  every  respect — ^in  respect  to  the  quantum  of 
the  estate,  as  well  as  in  respect  to  the  persons  who  might  succeed 
to  it — ^in  the  same  position  as  if  the  re-feoffment  had  been 
actually  made  during  the  lifetime  of  one  or  more  of  the  plusors 
homes  specified  in  the  condition. 

Moreover,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how,  unless  by  the  legal  fiction 
which  deems  an  estate  pur  autre  tie  to  be  less  in  quantum  than  an 
estate  for  the  life  of  the  tenant,  a  qualified  fee  simple  is  generally 
less  in  quantum  than  a  fee  simple  absolute.  It  is  true  that  only 
some,  not  all,  heirs  of  the  grantee  are  inheritable ;  but  it  is  not 
therefore  generally  true,  that  fewer  persons  are  by  possibility 
inheritable  to  a  qualified  fee  simple  than  to  a  fee  simple  absolute. 
The  persons  to  inherit  are  the  heirs  of  the  specified  ancestor ; 
and  there  is  no  reason  why  these  should  be  less  numerous  than 
the  heirs  of  the  grantee.  Unless  a  pedigree  is  accidentally  cut 
short  by  bastardy,  or  (before  the  abolition  of  corruption  of  blood) 
by  attainder,  the  heirs  general  of  any  specified  person  whatever 
are  indefinite  in  number.  And  if  a  pedigree  should  accidentally 
be  cut  short  in  this  way,  it  would  be  out  short  for  the  purposes 
of  a  limitation  in  fee  simple  absolute,  precisely  in  the  same  way 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  for  the  purposes  of  the  limitation  of  a 
qualified  fee  simple.  There  is  no  question  that,  for  purposes  of 
limitation,  the  heirs  general  of  a  bastard  stand  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  the  heirs  general  of  any  other  person,  and  that  a  limita* 
tion  to  a  bastard  and  his  heirs  gives  rise  to  a  fee  simple  absolute. 
{Vide  supra,  p.  195.) 

This  seems  also  to  be  a  reason  for  concluding  that  Preston's 
doctrine  of  the  determinable  quality,  for  purposes  of  alienation^ 
of  a  qualified  fee  simple,  even  though  it  were  admitted,  would 
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be  practicallj  nugatory.  For  the  ease  of  a  olaim  by  virtue  of  a 
supposed  reverter,  is  not  at  all  analogous  to  the  ease  of  an 
escheat,  in  which  the  m^re  non-appearance  of  the  heir,  leaving 
thereby  a  vacancy  of  the  freehold,  is  su£5cient  to  justify  the 
entry  of  the  lord.  Even  granting  that  there  is  a  possibility  of 
reverter  upon  a  qualified  fee  simple,  the  burden  of  showing 
whether  the  event  has  happened  which  brings  the  reverter  into 
operation,  must  lie  upon  the  person  who  claims  by  virtue  of  the 
reverter,  not  upon  the  person  lawfully  in  possession  who  claims 
to  retain  the  estate  as  against  the  reverter.  In  general,  this 
would  evidently  be  impossible,  and  it  follows  that  the  grantee 
of  the  fee  would,  for  all  practical  purposes,  be  generally  in 
exactly  the  same  position  as  the  grantee  of  a  fee  simple  absolute. 
GoDcluiiion  For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  present  writer  humbly  conceives 

ton*B  opinion,  that  Freston's  doctrine  upon  this  point  cannot  safely  be  relied 
upon;  and  that,  if  it  could  possibly  become  a  question  of 
practical  importance,  it  might  not  improbably  be  overruled. 

Littleton's  There  also  seems  to  be  no  sufficient  reason  to  suppose  that,  if 

tation  seoms  the  form  of  limitation  prescribed  by  Littleton  is  valid  by  the 
feoted"by  the  common  law,  its  validity  was  afFected  by  the  Descent  Act,  3  &  4 
Descent  Act.  ;^iu^  4^  ^  jQe.  It  is  true  that  sect.  2  of  that  Act  provides, 
that  in  every  case  descent  shall  be  traced  from  the  purchaser; 
and  that  by  sect.  1,  ''the  purchaser"  is  defined  to  mean, ''  the 
person  who  last  acquired  the  land  ot/iciicijie  than  by  descent,  or 
than  by  any  escheat,  partition,  or  enclosure,  by  the  effect  of 
which  the  land  shall  have  become  part  of  or  descendible  in  the 
same  manner  as  other  land  acquired  by  descent."  But  the 
language  of  the  rest  of  the  Act,  and  in  particular,  of  the  rest  of 
sect.  2,  suggests  the  inference,  that  this  part  of  the  Act  was  not 
designed  to  affect  special  limitations,  but  only  to  deal  with  those 
limitations  which  are  made  to  the  heirs  simply ;  and  that  the 
effect  of  the  Act,  so  far  as  qualified  fees  simple  are  concerned,  is 
only  to  regulate  the  way  in  which  the  descent  is  to  be  traced 
from  the  ancestor  specified  in  the  limitation.  It  is  difficult  to 
suppose  that  the  general  language  of  the  Act  was  designed  to 
deprive  conveyancers  of  a  legal  means  to  fulfil  a  lawfully  imposed 
obligation,  which  had  been  provided  by  the  common  law. 
Moreover,  it  would  be  difficult  to  contend,  that  the  above- 
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cited  language  was  intended  to  apply  to  qualified  fees  simple, 
in  such  a  sense  as  to  forbid  the  descent  to  be  traced  from  the 
specified  ancestor,  without  at  the  same  time  admitting  that  it 
has  the  like  effect  upon  the  well-known  and  universally  recog- 
nized limitations  in  fee  tail,  to  a  man  and  the  Iieirs  of  the  body 
of  a  specified  ancestor.  ( Vide  infra^  p.  270.)  And  it  is  hardly 
possible  to  suppose  that  the  Act  was  designed,  by  the  use  of 
general  language  which  admits  of  a  different  interpretation,  to 
effect  a  partial  repeal  of  the  statute  De  Donis, 


Here  the  reader  may  remark  that  Blackstone,  in  the  passage 
dted  at  p.  245,  supra,  says  that,  in  the  case  of  fees  tail,  "  the 
rule  is  strictly  observed,  and  none  but  the  lineal  descendants  of  the 
first  donee  are  admitted,**  It  is  impossible  that  Blackstone  can 
have  intended  to  deny  the  validity  of  a  limitation  to  a  man  and 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  his  father ;  and  the  argument  seems  to 
be  conclusive,  that  when  he  wrote  the  passage  these  peculiar 
limitations,  whether  in  fee  tail  or  in  fee  simple,  were  entirely 
absent  from  his  thoughts. 

In  settlements,  especially  when  made  by  will,  an  ultimate  Analogous 
limitation  is  not  unfrequendy  found,  to  the  right  heirs  of  a  toheinas 
specified  person  who  does  not,  by  the  same  instrument,  take  any  P^«^*w"- 
precedent  estate  of  freehold.  The  absence  of  a  precedent  estate 
of  freehold  prevents  the  Bule  in  Shelley's  Case  from  applying ; 
and  the  limitation  will  therefore  give  an  estate  of  inheritance  to 
the  heirs  as  purchasers.  What  is  the  exact  quantum  of  this 
estate,  at  the  common  law,  is  a  question  that  perhaps  admits  of 
doubt.  Feame  seems  to  have  thought  that  the  estate  is,  at 
common  law,  a  fee  simple  absolute ;  and  that  it  is  taken  by  the 
person  in  whom  it  first  vests,  and  descends  from  him  in  the  same 
manner  as  a  fee  simple  limited  to  a  purchaser  by  name.  (Feame, 
Cont.  Hem.  192.)  Preston  admits  this  to  be  the  opinion  gene- 
rally entertained.  (1  Frest.  Est.  453.)  But  he  seems  to  have 
thought  that,  in  respect  to  its  descent,  the  estate  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  qualified  fee  simple ;  that  is,  that  the  descent  must  be 
traced  upon  the  hypothesis  that  the  ancestor,  not  the  heir  who 
takes  by  purchase,  was  the  purchaser.     But  he  admits  that,  for 
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the  pai}>ose  of  alienation,  the  estate  is  a  fee  simple  absolute. 
(1  Prest.  Est.  468.)* 

The  Descent  During  the  interval  which  elapsed  between  the  coming  into 
a  noyel  form  Operation  of  the  Descent  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106,  and  the 
for  qualified  ©oming  into  operation  of  the  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  19,  there 
fees  simple,  qqj^  ]yQ  j^q  doubt  that  the  limitation  of  a  qualified  fee  simple 
was  possible.  Sect.  4  of  the  Descent  Act  provides,  with  respect 
to  limitations  to  the  heirs  of  any  ancestor  of  any  person  coming 
in  as  purchaser,  '^  The  descent  ....  shall  be  traced  as  if  the 
ancestor  named  in  such  limitation  had  been  the  purchaser  of 
such  land."  It  follows  that  the  precise  form  of  limitation 
prescribed  by  Littleton  might,  by  virtue  of  the  above  cited 
provision,  be  effected  by  conveying  the  lands  to  a  stranger, 
habendum  to  the  stranger  and  his  heirs  To  the  use  of  the  heirs  of 
the  last  survivor.  The  validity  of  this  form  of  limitation  is 
independent  of  the  question,  whether  such  an  estate  could  have 
been  limited  at  the  common  law;  and  it  is  free  from  the 
restriction  to  which,  in  Preston's  opinion,  such  limitations,  when 
made  at  the  common  law  were  subject,  namely,  that  the  person 
taking  as  purchaser  must  be  the  heir  in  the  paternal  line  of  the 
person  named  as  the  ancestor. 

Effect  of  22  k      The  question  remains  to  be  considered,  what  is  the  effect  upon 

8. 19.      '    '  these  limitations  of  22  &  23  Yict.  c.  35,  s.  19 ;  and  in  consider- 

iug  this  question  it  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  the  distinction 

between  limitations  made  at  the  common  law  and  limitations 

owing  their  validity  only  to  the  Descent  Act,  sect.  4, 

As  to  limita-        The  above  cited  enactment  provides  that  where  there  shall  be 

taoDS  under  ij..i  »  \    •        i»i 

the  Descent  a  total  failure  of  heirs  of  the  purchaser,  or  tchere  any  land  shall 
he  descendible  as  if  an  ancestor  had  been  purchaser  thereof  and  there 
shall  be  a  total  failure  of  the  heirs  of  such  ancestor^  then  the 
descent  shall  thenceforth  be  traced  from  the  person  last  entitled 
to  the  land  as  if  he  had  been  the  purchaser  thereof.  This 
provision  imdoubtedly  deprives  qualified  fees  simple,  when 
limited  under  the  provisions  of  the  Descent  Act,  of  one  of  their 
peculiar  characteristic  features;  namely,  the  occurrence  of  an 

*  In  Moore  y.  Simkin^  31  Ch.  D.  96,  Pearson,  J.,  appears  to  h^ve  agreed  with 
Feame's  opinion. 
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esolieat*  rather  than  that  there  should  be  a  descent  to  any 
person  not  of  the  blood  of  the  person  named  as  ancestor. 

But  the  above  cited  provision  contains  nothing  to  interfere 
vnth  the  other  peculiar  characteristic  of  a  qualified  fee  simple ; 
namely,  that,  so  long  as  heirs  of  the  specified  ancestor  are  in 
existence  and  known,  the  descent  shall  be  traced  from  such 
ancestor.  It  follows  that,  until  a  question  of  escheat  arises,  the 
above  cited  provision  contains  nothing  to  interfere  with  the 
validity  of  qualified  fees  simple  when  limited  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Descent  Act.  This  consideration  is  very  material 
to  the  contention  of  the  respondent  in  the  case  of  Blake  v.  Hynes^ 
shortly  to  be  mentioned. 

The  effect  of  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35,  s.  19,  upon  lunitations  at  ^  *<>  ^J^' 

,  ,     .         tionB  at  the 

the  common  law,  cannot  be  greater  than  its  effect  upon  limita-  oommon  law. 
tions  under  the  Descent  Act;  and  therefore,  apart  from  questions 
of  escheat,  such  limitations  seem  to  be  not  affected  by  the  Act. 
And  it  might  plausibly  be  contended  that  in  this  respect  there  is 
a  distinction  between  limitations  at  the  common  law  and  limita- 
tions under  the  Descent  Act;  and  that  the  former  are  not 
affected  by  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  36,  s.  19,  in  any  way.  For  by 
s.  20,  the  preceding  section  is  directed  to  be  read  as  a  part  of  the 
Descent  Act,  which  seems  to  apply  only  to  fees  simple  absolute ; 
and  though  sect.  19  undoubtedly  applies  to  qualified  fees  simple 
limited  imder  the  Descent  Act,  to  which  its  language  is  ex- 
pressly made  applicable,  it  does  not  follow  that  this  is  true  also 
of  a  species  of  limitation,  not  included  in  the  Descent  Act,  to 
which  the  language  of  sect.  19  is  not  expressly  declared  to 
apply. 

On  a  former  occasion  the  present  writer  expressed  some  doubt  Remarks 
whether  the  species  of  limitation  now  under  discussion  had  ever  ofiMfl*/vl*'* 
occurred  or  would  ever  occur  in  practice.    In  May,  1884,  the  -^y^* 
question  of  its  validity  for  the  first  time  was  raised,  in  a  case 
before  the  House  af  Lords  on  appeal  from  Ireland,  JBlake  v. 


*  Or  a  rererter  to  the  grantor,  in  case  tlie  aboye  dted  opinion  of  Preston  is 
correct,  that  on  the  determination  of  the  estate  there  is  a  reverter  and  not  an 
escheat.    Either  hypothesis  will  eqnallj  well  suit  the  present  aignment. 
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Slake  T,  HyneSj  reported  before  the  Insh  Courts  in  L.  E.  (Ir.)  11  Eq. 

The  material  circumstances  in  the  case  of  Blake  y.  Hynes  were 
as  follows.  Columbus  O'Flanagan  died  in  1857,  leaving  a  will 
which  was  duly  proved ;  and  his  real  and  personal  estate  was 
subsequently  administered  in  the  Irish  Court  of  Chancery.  His 
co-heirs  at  law  were  two  nieces  named  Eliza  Dowell  and  Jane 
Dowell.  In  the  course  of  the  administration  proceedings  an 
Order  was  made  by  consent  of  all  parties,  dated  20th  May 
1859,  by  which  it  was  ordered  {inter  alia)  that  notwithstanding 
the  probate,  which  was  declared  valid,  of  the  testator's  will,  the 
right  of  his  co-heirs  as  to  certain  lands  thereby  devised  should  be  the 
same  as  if  he  had  died  intestate  as  to  the  said  lands.  Jane  Dowell, 
who  was  a  lunatic  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  died  insane 
and  intestate  as  to  her  moiety  in  the  said  lands.  The  proceed- 
ings out  of  which  the  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  arose  were 
instituted  in  1873,  under  the  Lunacy  (Ireland)  Kegulation  Act, 
1871,  s.  55,  for  the  administration  of  her  real  and  personal 
estate.  At  the  time  of  her  death  her  heirs  general  were  Edward 
Blake  and  Thomas  Hynes,  claiming  respectively  under  two 
deceased  aunts  of  the  lunatic,  who,  if  they  had  been  living  would 
have  been  her  co-heirs ;  and  at  the  same  time  the  heir  general 
of  the  original  testator  Columbus  O'Flanagan  was  Koderick 
O'Connor.  Among  other  questions  the  question  arose,  whether 
Jane  Dowell  had  taken  her  moiety,  to  which  she  was  entitled 
under  the  terms  of  the  Order  of  20th  May,  1859,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  as  a  purchaser;  in  which  case,  upon  her  death 
intestate,  it  would  have  descended  to  her  heirs  general;  or 
whether,  by  virtue  of  the  said  Order,  the  lands  must  be  held  to 
descend  as  though  the  original  testator,  Columbus  O'Flanagan, 
had  been  the  last  purchaser ;  in  which  case  the  moiety  in  dispute 
would  pass  to  Boderiok  O'Connor  as  being  his  heir  general  at 
the  time  of  Jane  Dowell's  death. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Ireland  held  that  Jane  Dowell  had 
taken  as  a  purchaser,  and  that  her  moiety  accordingly  descended 
to  her  heirs  general.  This  decision  was  unanimously  reversed 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ireland,  consisting  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  and  the 
Lords  Justices  Deasy  and  Fitzgibbon,  who  held  that  the  moiety 
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in  dispute  passed  to  Boderick  O'Connor  as  the  heir  general  of 
Columbus  O'Flanagan. 
Hitherto  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  limitation  at  the  ^}^  ▼• 

JBVfMI* 

oommon  law  in  the  form  above  styled  a  qualified  fee  simple,  was 
not  explicitly  raised ;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland  appears 
to  have  assumed  that  suoh  a  limitation  was  impossible  ;  but  the 
learned  judges  referred  to  the  Descent  Act  as  having  just 
introduced  such  limitations.  The  Lord  Justice  Fitzgibbon,  in 
the  course  of  his  judgment,  made  the  following  remarks: — 
« If  conveyances  had  been  settled  [with  a  view  to  carry  into 
"effect  the  directions  of  the  Order  of  20th  May,  1859,  as  to 
"  the  rights  of  Eliza  and  Jane  Dowell  in  respect  to  the  said 
"  lands]  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  those  carrying  out  the 
"  arrangement  to  see  that  the  descent  of  the  lunatic's  [moiety 
'^  in  the]  lands  was  not  altered  from  that  which  was  stipulated 
"  for ;  namely,  the  descent  of  lands  taken  by  her  as  co-heiress  of 
"  Columbus  O'Flanagan  under  an  intestacy.  Under  the  fourth 
"  section  of  the  Inheritance  Act,  if  not  otherwise,  this  object 
"might  have  been  attained  by  a  deed;  and,  no  deed  having 
"  been  completed,  we  must  see  that  the  lands  shall  go  as  if  a 
"  Kmitation  of  them  had  been  carried  out  in  accordance  with 
"  the  substance  of  the  compromise  which  conferred,  and  of  the 
"  decree  which  declared,  Jane  Dowell's  rights." 

Edward  Blake,  one  of  the  co-heirs  of  Jane  Dowell,  appealed 
to  the  House  of  Lords  from  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal ; 
and  upon  this  occasion  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  limi- 
tations under  discussion  was  explicitly  raised.  The  question 
was  argued  before  the  House,  and  the  respondent's  counsel 
rested  their  argument  in  favour  of  its  validity  upon  the  authority 
of  Littleton,  Lord  Coke,  and  Preston.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
arguments,  the  House  reserved  its  judgment ;  and  the  appeal 
was  subsequently  compromised  before  any  judgment  had  been 
delivered. 

The  question  was  not  very  fully  argued ;  for  the  distinction 
between  limitations  at  the  common  law  and  limitations  under 
the  Descent  Act  was  not  gone  into,  though  some  remarks  are  said 
to  have  been  made  by  a  noble  and  learned  lord  upon  some 
supposed  effect  of  the  Descent  Act  upon  limitations  at  the 

C.B.F.  s 


258  THE  NATURE  AND  QTJANTUli  OF  ESTATES. 

common  law ;  and  no  notioe  appears  to  have  been  taken  of  the 
restriotion  to  which,  in  the  opinion  of  Preston,  limitations  at 
the  common  law  are  subject,  namely,  that  the  person  coming  in 
as  purchaser  must  be  the  heir  in  the  paternal  line  of  the  person 
named  as  the  ancestor. 


(    269    ) 
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A  VEE  TAIL  is  simplj  a  conditional  fee  at  the  oommon  law,  ]>efiiiiti<m. 
modified  in  certain  respects  by  the  statute  De  Bonis  Condition' 
alibus,  or  Stat.  West.  2,  13  Edw.  1,  cap.  1.  The  list  given 
aboTOy  of  limitations  applicable  to  a  conditional  fee,  does  not 
contain  every  limitation  whidi  is  theoreticallj  applicable  to 
the  limitation  of  a  fee  tail ;  but  it  includes  every  form  which 
occurs,  or  ought  to  occur,  in  practice,  in  the  express  limitation 
of  a  fee  tail  to  a  donee,  or  donees.  It  also  includes  some 
which,  in  all  probability,  have  never  been  actually  used.  No 
motive  can  be  imagined  which  would  be  likely  to  induce  anyone 
to  limit  a  fee  taQ  to  heirs  female,*  though  nothing  is  more 
oommon  than  the  limitation  of  a  fee  tail  to  heirs  male.  The 
former  kind  of  limitation  was  probably  suggested  by  the  latter ; 
and  it  probably  exists  only  in  the  logical  imagination  of  text 
writers.  But  there  is  no  reasonable  doubt  as  to  its  legal  validity; 
which,  indeed,  is  expressly  recognized  by  the  Conveyancing  Act 
of  1881,  s.  51.t 


*  See  Harg.  n.  1  on  Go.  Litt.  25  a,  where  he  makes  mention  of  an  attempt  to 
proye  in  argument  that  limitations  in  tail  female  are  invalid.  In  OoodtitU  y. 
BurtenthaWy  Feame,  Gont.  Rem.  App.  No.  I.,  a  limitation  ooenned  to  the  heirs 
female,  and  in  Chambers  y.  Tajflor,  2  My.  &  Gr.  376,  a  limitation  oocmred  to  the 
heir  female,  bat  in  both  oases  as  pnrohasers.  From  some  remarks  made  hj 
Lord  Goke  (Go.  Litt.  377  a)  it  may  perhaps  be  inferred  that  limitations  in  tail 
female,  in  remainder  npon  a  limitation  in  tail  male,  may  aotoally  haye  ooonrred, 
as  the  work  of  short-sighted  oonyeyanoers,  who  mistook  their  effect.  Lord 
Goke  points  out  the  danger  of  such  limitations,  and  shows  that  the  proper  limi- 
tation to  effect  the  probable  intention,  is  a  limitation  in  tail  general,  in  remainder 
upon  a  limitation  in  tail  male.    (See  also  Go.  Litt.  25  b.) 

t  In  £arl  of  Zetland  y.  Zord  AdvoeaU^  3  App.  Gas.  505,  at  p.  523,  Lord 
Blaokbnzn  oHUr  erpnaAj  states  his  opinion  that  limttationa  in  tail  female  are 
valid. 
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On  the  opera-      The  modifications  introduced  by  the  statute  into  a  conditional 
Btatate  De       ^ ^e,  refer  chiefly  to  the  power  of  the  donee,  or  tenant  in  tail  for 
^'**  the  time  being,  by  alienation  to  bar  the  succession  of  his  issue 

and  the  reverter  of  the  donor.  It  weus  observed  above,  that  at  the 
oommon  law  the  issue  could  be  so  barred  even  before  their  birth, 
but  that  the  donor's  reverter  could  not  be  barred  until  after  the 
birth  of  inheritable  issue.  The  statute  De  Bonis  enacted  that 
in  future  no  such  alienation  should  be  a  bar  either  to  the  succes- 
sion of  the  issue  or  to  the  reverter  of  the  donor.  In  other 
respects,  a  fee  tail  not  only  resembles j  but  actually  isj  a  condi- 
tional fee.  In  the  language  of  Butler,  ^*  this  statute  did  not 
create  any  new  estate,  but,  by  disaffirming  the  supposed  per- 
formance of  the  condition,  preserved  the  fee  to  the  issue,  while 
there  was  issue  to  ta^e  it,  and  the  reversion  to  the  donor  when 
the  issue  faQed,"  (Butl.  n.  2  on  Co.  litt.  327  a.) 
.  It  is  a  fact  to  be  borne  in  mind,  that  a  simple  repeal  of  the 
statute  De  Bonis  would  instantly  and  ipso  facto  transform  all 
{ees  tail,  even  those  already  in  existence,  into  conditional  fees 
at  the  oommon  law. 

,  To  the  above-stated  effect  of  the  statute,  in  restraining  aliena- 
tion, must  further  be  added  its  effect  in  preventing  the  descent 
of  the  fee  to  persons  not  included  in  the  original  form  of  the 
gift,  which,  under  certain  circumstances,  was  permitted  by  the 
conotmon  law ;  and  also  its  effect  in  permitting  the  limitation  of 
remainders  over  in  expectancy,  which  the  common  law  did  not 
permit. 

The  precise  nature  of  these  several  points  of  difference  will 
appear  from  the  following  short  examination. 

The  statute,  having  particularly  mentioned  in  its  preamble 
three  examples  of  conditional  fees,  which  examples  are  men- 
tioned by  way  of  specifying  the  whole  dass  and  not  by  way  of 
oonfining  the  operation  of  the  Act  to  those  examples  (2  Inst. 
334),  and  having  recited  that  the  construction  put  by  the 
common  law  upon  such  gifts,  being  directly  repugnant  to  the 
form  of  the  gift,  was  a  grievance  calling  for  remedy,  enacts  as 
follows : — 


Form  of  the 
statute. 


'  '*  That  the  wiU  of  the  giver,  aooording  to  the  form  in  the. deed  of  gift  maiu- 
festly  expressed,  shall  be  from  henceforth  observed ;  so  that  they  to  whom  the 
land  {tenemmium)  was  given  onder  such  condition,  shall  have  no  power  to  aliene 
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the  land  {Un&mentum)  so  given,  but  that  it  shall  remain  nnto  the  issue  of  them  to 
whom  it  was  given  after  their  death ,  or  shall  revert  unto  the  giver  or  his  heirs 
if  issue  fail  [either  by  an  absolute  default  of  issue,  or,  after  the  birth  of  issue,  b^ 
its  subsequent  extinction  *]. 

**  Neither  shaU  the  second  husband  of  any  such  woman  "  (i.^.,  a  female  donee 
in  special  tail)  "from  henceforth  have  anything  in  the  land  {in  tenemento)  so 
given  upon  condition,  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  by  the  law  of  England,  nor 
the  issue  of  the  second  husband  and  wife  shall  succeed  in  the  inheritance,  but 
immediately  after  the  death  of  the  husband  and  wife,  to  whom  the  land  {ten^ 
menium)  was  so  ^yea,  it  shall  come  to  their  issue,  or  return  unto  the  giver,  or 
his  heir,  as  before  is  said." 

The  efPeot  of  the  first  paragraph  is  to  destroy  the  threefold 
capacity  which  the  tenant  of  a  conditional  fee  acquired  by  having 
issue  of  the  prescribed  class,  to  alienate,  to  forfeit  by  attainder,! 
and  to  charge  with  incumbrances. 

The  effect  of  the  second  paragraph  is  that,  if  a  gift  is  made  Tenant  in  taQ 
either  to  a  donee  and  his  (or  her)  issue  by  a  particular  wife  (or  bility. 
husband),  or  to  two  persons  and  their  issue,  then,  on  the  death 
of  the  wife  (or  husband)  of  the  donee,  where  there  is  a  single 
donee,  or,  if  there  be  two  donees,  upon  the  death  of  either  of 
them,  without  leaving  issue  of  the  prescribed  kind,  there  is  no 
longer  imder  any  circumstances  any  possibility  of  the  birth  of 
issue  inheritable  under  the  entail,  even  though  such  issue  has 
been  in  existence  at  some  previous  time ;  whereas,  before  the 
statute  there  was,  under  such  circumstances,  still  a  possibility 
that  issue  might  be  bom  capable  of  inheriting  a  conditional  fee 
limited  in  like  manner.  {Vide  supra^  p.  239.)  The  survivor  is, 
therefore,  now  styled  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct; 
or,  for  brevity,  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility , 

The  statute  also,  after  prescribing  a  form  for  the  new  kinds  of 
writ  of  f ormedon,  which  were  needed  to  give  effect  to  its  provi- 
sions, continues  as  follows : — 

.  And  if  a  fine  be  levied  hereafter  upon  such  lands  {tuper  huj'usmodi  teMmtnto), 
it  shall  be  void  in  the  law ;  neither  shall  the  heirs,  or  such  as  the  reversion 
belongeth  nnto,  though  they  be  of  fuU  age,  within  England,  and  out  of  prison, 
need  to  make  their  claim. 

It  will  hereafter  be  seen  that  this  last  enactment  was  deemed 

*  Ter  hoe,  quod  nullm  sit  exitut  omntNO,  vel  8%  aliquit  exituifusrit,per  morUm 
dejieietf  kerede  hujumodi  tx%t4$  deJUienie.  The  English  version  (1  Stat.  Ber. 
p.  42)  is  here  unintelligible. 

t  As  above  mentioned,  forfeiture  by  attainder  of  high  treason  was  restored 
by  statute,  and  finally  abolished  by  83  ft  34  Viet.  o.  23,  8.1. 
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to  be  repealed,  or  superseded,  by  4  Hen.  7,  o.  24 ;  and  it  was 
expressly  superseded  by  32  Hen.  8,  o.  36.     ( Vide  infra^  p.  279.) 

Classification  of  Estates  Tail, 

It  will  appear,  upon  viewing  the  limitations  whioh  are  appU- 
oable  to  the  creation  of  conditional  fees  {supra^  p.  236),  that  there 
exists  a  twofold  division  of  fees  tail,  one  founded  upon  the  fact 
that  the  descent  might  be  restricted  to  one  sex,  the  other  founded 
upon  the  fact  that  the  gift  might  be  made  to  the  issue  of  more 
than  one  body. 

Tall  male  and       The  restriction  of  the  line  of  descent  to  a  single  sex,  is  indi- 
*™^®'      cated  by  the  addition  of  the  epithets  male  or  female  respectively, 
and  the  absence  of  such   addition   indicates   the  absence  of 
restriction. 
Special  taiL         When  the  gift  is  to  a  single  donee  and  his  (or  her)  issue  by  a 
particular  wife  (or  husband),  or  is  to  two  donees  and  their  joint 
issue,  the  restricted  character  of  the  gift,  and  of  the  issue  in- 
heritable under  the  gift,  is  indicated  by  the  epithet  special. 
The  absence  of  such  restriction  is  sometimes  indicated  by  the 
addition  of  the  epithet  general^  but  more  commonly  by  the 
absence  of  any  epithet. 
Snggestion  as      Lord  Coke,  in  his  translation  of  Littleton,  indifferently  uses 
ffenenii^d^    the  phrascs  general  tail  and  tail  general^  and  the  phrases  special 
speeiaL  f^n  ^j^^  f^n  special,     (See  Litt.  sects.  14,  16.)     It  would  be  a 

very  convenient  practice  to  use  the  phrase  genei*al  tail  to  denote 
the  opposite  to  special  tail,  and  the  phrase  tail  gene^*al  to  denote 
the  opposite  to  tail  male  and  tail  female.  This  usage  will  be 
adopted  in  the  following  pages. 

Thus  we  have  the  following  divisions  of  fees  tail : — 


Tail  General  ;  when  the  heir  per  formam  doni 
is  designated  as  the  heir  of  the  body  simply, 
and  therefore  coincides  with  the  heir  general  in 
the  direct  line  of  descent. 


2 ...  w       © 

2I.9   s 

^^-g  ^  ."I  <  Tail  Special,  or  tail  male  and  tail  female;  when 

"  the  heir  per  formam  doni  is  restricted  to  the 

heir  male,  or  the  heir  female,  and  therefore  does 

not  necessarily  coincide  with  the  heir  general 

in  the  direct  line. 


^  5  ^^ 

O   54<  P    OQ    h 
o 
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G-BNERAL  Tail;  when  a  single  donee  is  simply 
speoifled  as  the  body  from  whioh  the  heirs  in 
tail  (whether  general,  male,  or  female)  mnst 
issue ;  so  that  all  the  heirs  of  that  person,  who 
oome  nnder  the  description  in  the  form  of  the 
gift,  by  whatsoever  wife  (if  the  donee  is  a  male), 
or  by  whatsoever  husband  (if  the  donee  is  a 
female),  are  inheritable  under  the  entail. 

Special  Tail,  when  the  limitation  imports  that 
the  heirs  per  formam  dani  must  issue  from  more 
than  one  body ;  being  either  (1)  to  the  heirs  of 
the  body  (whether  general,  male,  or  female) 
of  a  specified  donee  by  a  specified  wife  (or 
husband);  or  (2)  to  the  heirs  of  the  body 
(whether  general,  male,  or  female)  of  two 
speoifled  donees,  either  married  or  capable  of 
lawful  marriage. 


Tenant  in  Tail  after  possibility  of  Issue  extinct. 

Upon  the  death  of  one  of  two  donees  in  special  tail,  or  upon  DeEnition. 
the  death  of  the  appointed  wife  (or  husband)  of  a  single  donee 
in  special  tail,  the  survivor  becomes  tenant  in  tail  after  pos- 
sibility of  issue  extinct.     (litt.  sects.  32,  33.)    Such  a  tenant 
is,  for  brevity,  styled  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility. 

11  the  estate  in  special  tail  is  an  estate  in  remainder,  which 
does  not  become  the  estate  in  possession  until  after  such  deaths 
as  above  mentioned,  the  survivor  is  nevertheless  tenant  in  tail 
after  possibiliiy.    (Go.  litt.  28  a.) 


But  this  tenancy  can  be  created  only  by  death,  and  not  by  The  teoAiiojr 
act  of  the  parties ;  and  therefore,  if  two  donees  in  special  tail  oanaed  by 
be  divorced  a  vinculo  matrimonii^  they  are  thenceforward  only  ^*^* 
joint  tenants  for  life.     (Co.  litt.  28  a,  b.) 

Since  there  is  no  presumption  dejure  that  any  person,  however 
advanced  in  years,  cannot  have  issue,  no  tenant  in  tail,  except 
{he  original  donee,  or  one  of  the  original  donees,  in  special  tail, 
can  be  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility.    (Oo.  litt.  28  a.) 
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The  duration  of  the  estate  of  such  tenant  does  not  difier  from 
the  duration  of  a  bare  estate  for  life ;  and  an  exchange  between 
a  tenant  after  possibility  and  a  tenant  for  life,  is  good.  (Co. 
litt.  28  a.)  But  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  is  not  pumshable 
for  waste.  {Ibid.  27  b ;  Williatm  v.  WilltamSf  15  Ves.  419 ;  8.  C. 
12  East,  209.) 


The  Limitation  of  Estates  Tail. 

THie  word  Before  the  coming  into  operation  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of 

saryatthe      1881,  the  Same  rule  obtained,  with  respect  to  the  need  for  the 

^*   word  heirs  in  the  limitation  of  a  fee  tail,  as  in  the  limitation  of 

a  fee  simple,  by  reason  of  the  derivation  of  a  fee  tail  from  a 

conditional  fee.     (Co.  Litt.  20  a.) 

Lord  Coke  (Co.  Litt.  22  a)  cites  an  old  case,*  without  express- 
ing  either  approval  or  disapproval,  in  which  it  seems  to  have 
been  held  that  the  word  /leitj  in  the  singular,  might  be  used  as  a 

word  of  limitation  to  create  some  kind  of  estate  tail.     But  the 

■ 

form  of  the  limitation  there  given  is  so  strange  and  abnormal 
that  it  cannot  safely  be  regarded  as  a  precedent. 

It  is  clear  that  in  a  will,  the  word  fieir  may,  as  a  word  of 
limitation,  create  an  estate  tail.  {Richards  v.  Lady  Bergavenny^ 
2  Vern.  324 ;  Lubber  v.  Trollope^  Ambl.  453 ;  aff.  on  app. 
Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  160  ;  Eob.  Gav.  122.)  In  a  deedj  it  seems 
that  a  limitation  to  the  heir,  not  being  by  way  of  purchase,  but 
as  a  word  of  limitation  to  create  an  estate,  creates  only  an  estate 
for  life.  {Chambers  v.  Taylor^  2  My.  &  Cr.  376.)  In  that  case 
the  heir  (female)  was  held  to  take  by  purchase ;  but  this  view 
seems  only  to  have  been  adopted  because  it  was  considered 
impossible  that,  as  a  word  of  limitation,  the  word  could  give  an 
estate  tail  to  the  ancestor. 
Also  words  of  Besides  the  word  heirSy  words  to  indicate  the  procreation  of 
the  heirs  by  or  on  the  body  of  the  donee  were  also  necessary ; 
but  such  words  were  not  necessarily  express.      The  Latin, 


*  "  Of  aU  tlie  estates  taile  most  coaroted  or  restrained,  that  I  finde  in  onr 
bookes,  is  the  estate  taile  in  39  Ass.  pi.  20,  where  lands  were  given  to  a  man 
and  to  his  wife  and  to  one  heire  of  their  bodies  lawfully  begotten,  and  to  one 
heire  of  the  bodj  of  that  heire  onlj." 
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de  corpore^  de  cofy>09'e  pf^ocreatiSy  or  de  corpore  procreandiSy  and  in 
Englishy  of  the  body^  of  the  body  begotten^  or  of  the  body  to  be 
begotten^  with  a  similar  use  of  the  plural  number  in  oases  which 
require  reference  to  be  made  to  more  than  one  body,  were  the 
most  proper  and  formal  words  to  eSeot  the  purpose ;  but  the 
want  of  them  might  be  supplied  by  inference,  even  in  a  deed. 
{Beresford'a  Case,  7  Eep.  41 ;  Co.  litt.  20  b.)*  With  regard  to 
the  use  of  the  participle  procreatis,  or  procreandis,  it  is  to  be 
observed,  that  the  past  participle  would  include  after-begotten 
issue,  and  the  future  participle  would  include  issue  already  in 
being  at  the  time  of  the  gift.  (Co.  litt.  20  b.)  The  use  of  the 
participle  seems  only  to  have  been  necessary  in  so  far  as  it  might 
be  required  to  make  clear  the  meaning  of  the  other  words  used ; 
and  where  this  meaning  waa  BuflSdently  clear  without  it,  the 
participle  might  be,  and  often  was,  omitted  in  practice.  It  is 
evident  that,  upon  these  principles,  the  use  of  the  participle  is 
much  more  requisite  in  limitations  in  special  tail,  than  in 
general  tail. 

With  regard  to  the  question,  how  far  the  absence  of  precise 
and  formal  words  to  denote  the  procreation  of  the  heirs  might 
be  supplied  by  inference,  there  seems  to  be  this  distinction 
between  a  deed  and  a  will,  that  in  a  will  the  inference  might  be 
drawn  from  the  general  intention  of  the  testator,  but  in  a  deed 
it  must  follow  from  the  language  of  the  limitation  itself. 

But  the  words  in  frankmarriage,  or  in  liberum  maritagium,  or  Fmnkmar- 
in  libero  maritagiOff  will  by  themselves  sufiSoe  for  the  limitation  ^' 
of  an  estate  in  special  tail  to  a  man  and  his  wife,  or  intended 
wife ;  being  for  this  purpose  exactly  equivalent  to  the  words, 
and  to  the  heirs  of  their  two  bodies  between  them  begotten.  The 
nature  of  this  estate  is  subject  to  certain  restrictions,  and  the 
validity  of  the  gift  depends  upon  the  existence  of  certain  oondi- 
tions.  (See  Litt.  sects.  17, 19,  20,  and  Lord  Coke's  comment.) 
The  wife,  or  intended  wife,  must  be  the  daughter,  or  other  near 


*  A  deyiae  to  the  right  hein  of  a  man  bj  a  particular  wife  creates  an  estate 
tail ;  beoause  aU  such  right  hein  most  also  be  hein  of  hie  body.  Wright  y. 
Vemoii,  2  Dr.  439 ;  aff.  7  H.  L.  0.  36. 

t  For  the  aoousatiTe,  see  Mad.  Form.  Angl.  p.  80,  No.  GXLYI ;  for  the 
ablative,  %Hd.  p.  81,  Ko.  GXLYIII. 
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blood  relation,  of  the  donor.  (Dj.  286  b,  pi.  46.)  The  donees 
and  their  issue  in  tail  hold  of  the  donor  and  his  heirs,  discharged 
of  all  services  except  fealty,  until  the  fourth  degree  in  descent 
from  the  original  donees  is  passed ;  after  which  event,  the  suo- 
oeeding  issue  hold  by  such  services  as  the  donor  owes  to  his  lord 
next  paramount.  Gifts  in  frankmarriage  are  wholly  obsolete 
in  practice ;  but  (the  requisite  conditions  being,  of  course,  ful- 
filled) they  are  still  perfectly  valid. 


Forms  of 
limitation. 


Adopting  the  arrangement  above  given  (p.  236)  with  refer- 
ence to  conditional  fees,  the  list  of  estates  tail,  and  of  the  forms 
of  their  limitation,  is  as  follows.  For  the  sake  of  deamess  and 
convenience,  the  masculine  gender  only  is  used  in  specifying  a 
single  donee : — 


EH 


EH 

< 

O 

OQ 


'  1.  General : — To  A.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body 

BEGOTTEN.      (litt.  SCCts.  14,  15.) 

2.  Mak: — To  A.  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body  begotten.     (litt.  sect.  21.) 

3.  Female: — To  A.  and  the  heirs  female  of 
his  body  begotten.     (litt.  sect.  22.) 

4.  General,  one  donee: — To  A.   and  his  heirs 

WHICH  HE   SHALL  BEGET  ON  THE  BODY  OF 

HIS  (specified)  wife.     (Litt.  sect.  29.) 

This  is  the  proper  form  of  such  limita- 
tions. But  it  was  decided  in  Chudleigh^a 
Case,  or  JDillon  v.  Freiney  1  Eep.  120,  at 
p.  140  b,  resolution  (5),  that  a  limitation. 
To  A,  and  his  heirs  on  the  body  of  Jane  8. 
begotten f  IB  sufficient  for  the  purpose.  This 
had  previously  been  doubted,  and  a  very 
plausible  reason  was  alleged  in  favour  of 
the  doubt.  (Lord  Coke  on  Litt.  sect.  29.) 
It  has  already  been  observed,  that  the 
female  donee  is  not  necessarily  the  wife 
at  the  time  of  the  limitation.  If  not  the 
wife,  she  is  of  course  not  so  styled,  but  is 
named  by  her  proper  name. 
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M 

o 


5.  Makf  one  donee : — ^To  A.  and  his  heirs  male 

-WHICH,  &o. 

6.  Female^  one  donee: — To  A.  and  his  heibs 

FEMALE  WHICH,  &C. 

7.  General,  two  donees : — ^To  A.  and  B.  and  the 

HEIRS    OF    THEIR    TWO    BODIES    BEGOTTEN. 

(litt.  sect.  16.)  For  another  form  of  limi- 
tation, haying  the  same  operation,  see 
litt.  sect.  28 ;  but  this  latter  is  very  un- 
desirable to  be  used  in  practice. 

8.  Mak,  two  donees: — ^To  A.  and  B.  and  the 

HEIRS  MALE  OF,  &0.      (litt.  Sect.  25.) 

9.  Female,  two  donees : — To  A.  and  B.  and  the 

HEIRS  FEMALE  OF,  &0. 


The  foregoing  limitations  comprise  all  those  which  are  pro- 
perly used,  in  deeds,  in  the  direct  limitation  of  an  estate  tail,  as 
a  single  estate,  to  one  donee,  or  to  two  donees,  as  the  case  may 
require.  This  restriction  excludes  from  consideration  an  im- 
mense number  of  limitations,  some  of  which  may  be  found  in 
Littleton,  Book  I.,  chap.  2,  on  the  general  subject  of  fees  tail, 
also  sects.  283,  284,  Lord  Coke's  comment,  and  the  notes 
thereto ;  which  are  partly  improper  limitations  of  estates  tail  to 
a  donee,  or  donees,  and  are  partly  mixed  limitations  of  particular 
estates  followed  by  estates  tail.  Such  limitations,  being  very 
improper  to  be  used  in  practice,  can  be  of  no  service  to  the  con* 
veyancer,  except  as  examples  of  what  to  shim.  One  specimen 
only  will  be  noticed  in  a  subsequent  paragraph,  for  the  sake  of 
the  light  which  it  throws  upon  the  limitation  of  qualified  fees 
simple.     ( Vide  infra,  p.  270.) 


The  following  general  propositions  relating  to  the  creation  of  Rules  reUting 
estates  tail  must  also  be  noticed: —  limitation. 

(1)  There  is  no  difference,  in  point  of  effect,  between  the 
words  "  the  heirs  "  and  the  words  "his  heirs,"  or  (in  the 
case  of  a  female)  "her  heirs."  (Co.  litt.  26  a  ad  Jin. ; 
and  note  1  on  26  b.)  But  in  limitations  to  a  single 
donee  in  special  tail,  the  possessive  pronoun  adds  some- 
thing in  deamess. 
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Moreover,  the  indifferent  usage  of  the  two  words  is 
safelj  permissible  only  in  formal  and  direct  limitations 
such  as  those  abore  given.  In  special  cases,  the  use  of 
the  word  "his"  may  introduce  an  absurdity,  which  may 
render  the  limitation  void.  For  an  example,  see  p.  270, 
infra. 

(2)  The  words  "  the  heirs  male  or  female  "  will  amount  to  a 
limitation  to  the  heirs  general.     (Co.  litt.  26  a.) 

(3)  The  word  "  heirs "  is  the  word  which  creates  the  estate, 
and  the  estate  tail  is  in  the  person,  or  persons,  whose 
heirs  are  specified ;  so  that,  in  all  limitations  in  special 
tail,  if  the  word  is  not  referable  to  one  donee  more  than 
to  the  other,  the  estate  tail  is  in  both  donees  jointly ;  but 
if  the  word  refers  to  one  doiiee  rather  than  to  tHe  other, 
the  estate  tail  is  only  in  that  one.  (Lord  Ooke  on  litt. 
sect.  28 ;  Benn  v.  Gillot,  2  T.  E.  431.) 

(4)  Littleton  and  Lord  Coke  commonly  repeat  the  word  "to" 

before  the  word  "  heirs ; "  but  Lord  Coke  not  unfrequently 
omits  it.  The  common  practice  of  conveyancers  suffi- 
ciently shows  that  the  repetition  is  superfluouis. 

(5)  On  a  gift  to  a  single  donee  in  special  tail,  the  wife  (or 
husband)  assigned  to  the  donee  is  not  necessarily  a 
specified  individual,  but  may  be  one  of  a  specified  class ; 
for  example,  may  be  any  person  bearing  a  specified 
name.  {Page  v.  Haytcard^  2  Salk.  570;  more  fully 
reported  in  Pigott  on  Common  Eecoveries,  p.  176.) 

(6)  A  limitation  resembling  a  limitation  in  special  tail,  if 
made  to  two  persons  who  are  neither  married  nor  capable 
of  lawful  marriage — ^as  if  they  be  of  the  same  sex,  or 
within  the  prohibited  degrees  of  relationship — ^and  who 
therefore  cannot  have  an  heir  begotten  of  their  two 
bodies,  creates  neither  an  estate  in  special  tail,  nor  a 
joint  estate  tail ;  but  it  creates  a  joint  estate  for  life  and 
separate  estates  tail  in  common  in  remainder.     (Litt. 
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sects.  283,  284,  and  Lord  Coke's  comment.)  And  a 
limitation  to  a  man  and  two  women,  and  the  heirs  of 
their  bodies  begotten,  has  a  precisely  similar  operation. 
(Lord  Coke  on  Litt.  sect.  25.) 

(7)  But  the  mere  fact  that,  at  the  time  of  the  limitation, 
lawful  marriage  is,  bj  reason  of  the  circumstances, 
impossible  between  the  two  donees, — as,  for  example,  if 
they  be  both,  or  either,  already  married  to  another 
person, — ^will  not  prevent  the  limitation  from  taking 
effect  to  create  an  estate  in  special  tail,  if  there  is  a 
possibility  that  the  donees  may  at  a  future  time  become 
capable  of  lawful  marriage.  (Go.  Litt.  20  b.)  The 
mere  fact  that  the  donees  are  not  married  at  the  time,  is, 
if  they  are  then  capable  of  lawful  marriage,  i  fortiori  no 
obstacle.  But  the  circumstances  may  be  such  as  to 
create  a  presumption  of  law  that  the  parties,  though  their 
marriage  is  not  absolutely  impossible,  will  never  many ; 
as,  for  example,  if,  having  been  married,  they  were  sub- 
sequently divorced  a  vinculo  matrimonii.  (Lord  EUe, 
n.  2  on  Co.  Litt.  25  b :  who  cites  two  decisions  from  the 
Year  Books.) 


Sect.  61  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881|  enacts,  that  The  word 

heir$  not  x 
neoeesory. 


in  deeds  executed   after   31st  December,   1881,  it  shall  be     "*'^***™*^ 


sufficient,  in  the  limitation  of  an  estate  in  tail,  to  use  the 
words  in. tail  without  the  words  heirs  of  the  body;  and  in 
the  limitation  of  an  estate  in  tail  male  or  in  tail  female,  to 
use  the  words  in  tail  male,  or  in  tail  female,  as  the  case  requires, 
without  the  words  heirs  male  of  the  body,  or  heirs  female  of 
the  body. 

A  perusal  of  the  foregoing  remarks  will  show,  that  this 
enactment*  is  founded  upon  a  superficial  view  of  the  nature 


*  Butler  made  the  following  remark  in  replj  to  a  question  of  the  Beal  Fru- 
pertj  Gommissioneri,  to  which  the  form  of  thia  enaotment  maj  piobablj  be 
traoed : — « In  mj  opinion  there  should  be  a  legislative  enaotment,  that  in  aU 
"  cases  the  words,  '  estate  in  tail/  estate  '  in  tail  male,'  or  '  tail  female,'  should 
"  have  the  operation  of  the  words  heirs,  heirs  male,  and  heirs  female,  of  the 
"  body."    (First  Eeport,  p.  117,  A.  16.) 
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of  limitations  in  tail.  It  is  inappUoable  to  limitations  to  a 
single  donee  in  speoial  tail.  Such  limitations,  though  they  were 
formerly  common,  do  not  occur  in  modem  practice;  but  this 
cannot  be  the  reason  of  their  omission ;  for  the  remark  is  still 
more  obyiouslj  true  of  estates  in  tail  f emede,  which  are  expressly 
included  in  the  enactment^  although  they  may  probably  never 
have  occurred  in  practice  at  all. 

The  enactment  is,  however,  of  some  practical  use,  since  it 
simplifies  certain  forms  of  limitation  which  are  of  frequent 
occurrence  in  settlements. 


A  fee  tail  in 
a  particalar 
estate. 


Upon  every  gift  in  tail  by  a  donor  seised  in  fee  simple,  there 
remains  in  the  donor,  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  a  reversion  ex- 
pectant upon  the  fee  taiL  (litt.  sect.  19,  and  Lord  Coke's 
comment ;  Wtllion  v.  Berkeley,  Flowd.  223,  at  p.  242.)  And, 
therefore,  a  remainder  may  be  limited  in  expectancy  upon  a  fee 
tail,  and  the  latter,  though  of  inheritance,  takes  effect  as  a  par- 
ticular estate. 


For  some  remarks  upon  the  law  of  merger  in  relation  to  fees 
tail,  see  p.  83,  supra. 


Heirs  of  the 
body  of  an 
ancestor,  as 
words  of 
limitation 
in  tail. 


JfmuhvilUt 
Que,  Go. 
litt.  26  b. 


It  plainly  appears  from  litt.  sect.  30  and  Lord  Coke's  com- 
ment that  a  limitation  to  A  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  any 
ancestor  whose  heir  by  lineal  descent  he  is,  vests  an  estate  tail 
in  A,  which  is  descendible,  or  rather  transmissible,  not  only  to 
his  issue,  but  (on  failure  of  his  issue)  to  collateral  relatives  who 
are  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  specified  ancestor.  (See  also  Dy. 
247  b,  pi.  76.)  Lord  Coke  expressly  lays  it  down,  that  a  similar 
limitation  to  A  and  his  heirs,  &c.,  is  void  for  absurdity.  If  the 
ancestor  is  living  at  the  time  of  the  limitation,  or  if  the  donee  is 
for  any  other  reason  not  the  heir  of  the  ancestor,  this  does  not 
make  the  limitation  void ;  but  alters  the  nature  of  the  estate,  or 
estates,  arising  under  it,  according  to  the  special  ciroumstances. 
Thus  in  Mandemlkh  Case,  reported  {uhi  supra)  by  Lord  Coke, 
where  the  specified  heirs  were  not  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  an 
ancestor  at  all,  but  were  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  deceased 
husband  of  the  person  named  as  donee,  the  limitation  created  a 
good  estate  tail,  but  in  remainder  upon  an  estate  for  life  taken 


FEES  TAIL,  OR  ESTATES  TAIL.  271 

by  the  person  named  as  donee ;  the  estate  tail  vesting  in  the 
person  who,  at  the  time  of  the  limitation,  was  the  heir  of  the 
body  of  the  deceased  husband  by  his  said  wife ;  which  person 
was  his  son ;  and  this  son  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  his  mother 
(the  tenant  for  life),  the  estate  tail  vested  in  his  sister,  as  the 
heir  of  the  body  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  husband  by  the 
said  wife ;  and  this  sister,  as  Lord  Coke  informs  us,  recovered 
the  lands  by  writ  of  f ormedon  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life.  Similarly,  a  limitation  to  A  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
his  father,  during  the  life  of  the  father,  gives  rise  to  two  dis- 
tinct estates,  an  estate  for  life  to  A,  followed  by  a  contingent 
remainder  in  tail  to  the  person  who,  at  the  death  of  the  father, 
can  bring  himself  within  the  description  of  heir  of  his  body.  (3 
Prest.  Conv.  77 — 79.)  Therefore,  if  A  should  die  in  the  life- 
time of  the  father,  this  contingent  remainder  would  (at  the 
common  law)  be  destroyed,  by  the  expiration,  pending  the  con- 
tingency, of  the  precedent  estate  of  freehold.  If  the  father 
fihould  die  in  the  lifetime  of  A,  leaving  A  88  the  heir  of  his 
body,  the  remainder  in  tail  will  forthwith  be  vested  in  A,  and 
his  life  estate  will  be  destroyed  by  merger,  whereby  the  estate 
tail  will  become  itself  the  estate  in  possession. 

A  special  custom  to  intail  copyholds  may  exist  in  a  manor,  Entails  of 
and  is  a  good  custom.  (litt.  sect.  73 ;  Co.  litt.  60  a,  b ;  Co.  maj  exist 
Cop.  Supp.  sect.  12  =  Co.  Law  Tr.  p.  178 ;  6  Yin.  Abr.  197  J^stoSf^ 
=  Copyhold,  F,  e.)  This  proposition  is  now  treated  as  an  axiom 
beyond  the  reach  of  argument.  It  was  denied  obiter  by  the 
Chief  Baron,  Sir  Boger  Manwood,  in  Seydon^s  Casey  3  Bep.  7 ; 
and  it  might  easily  be  supposed,  from  the  report,  that  the  rest 
of  the  barons  concurred  in  his  opinion ;  though  Lord  Coke,  in 
the  above-cited  passage  from  the  Supplement  to  his  Compleat 
Copyholder,  says  it  was  ^'  agreed"  that  by  special  custom  lands 
might  be  intailed.  (Co.  Law  Tr.  179.)  In  that  case  the 
question  at  issue  was  not  whether  copyholds  are  within  the  statute 
De  Donisy  but  whether  they  were  within  the  statute  31  Hen.  8, 
0. 13,  by  which  certain  ecclesiastical  leases  are  made  void.  It 
was  tmdoubtedly  denied  by  three  out  of  four  judges  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Bowden  v.  Mattster^  Cro.  Car.  42, 
that  copyholds  are  intailable ;  see  pp.  44,  45.    In  this  case  also 


272 


THE  NATURE  AND  QUANTUM  OF  ESTATES. 


OtherwiM, 
the  estate  is 
a  Gonditioiial 
fee  simple. 


Diffiooltjof 
acooanting 
for  entails  of 
copjholds. 


the  question  was  not  material,  because  the  special  verdict  had 
expressly  found,  that  in  the  particular  manor  of  which  the  lands 
were  parcel,  there  existed  no  such  special  custom. 

In  the  absence  of  a  special  custom,  it  is  dearly  settled  that 
words  of  limitation  which  would  create  an  entail  in  a  common 
law  fee,  will,  if  applied  to  a  customary  fee,  create  a  conditional 
fee  simple,  analogous  to  a  conditional  fee  simple  at  the  common 
law.  {Rowden  y.  Maltster^  Cro.  Car.  42  ;  Pulkn  v.  Lord  Middletorij 
9  Mod.  483;  Doe  v.  Clark,  5  B.  &  Aid.  458;  Simpson  v. 
Simpson,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  333.) 

The  theory  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  that  the  statute  Le 
Bonis  without  a  special  custom  does  not  extend  to  copyholds, 
and  that  a  custom  alone  cannot  avail  to  create  an  estate  tail,  is 
opea  to_the  Btringent  criticism,  that  by  the  hypothesis,  a  custom 
to  intail  could  not,  and  therefore  did  not,  exist  before  the 
statute,  while,  by  the  unquestioned  rule  of  the  law,  no  such 
custom  could  spring  up  after  the  statute.  Belying  upon  this 
criticism,  which  was  urged  with  great  force  by  the  Chief  Baron, 
Sir  Eoger  Manwood,  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  as  above  men- 
tioned, seems  to  have  inclined  mMeydon^s  Case  towards  the  con- 
clusion, that  copyholds  are  not  within  the  statute  Be  Bonis,  and 
that  all  entails  of  copyholds  are  impossible.  Watkins,  pursuing 
a  similar  line  of  criticism,  but  being  of  opinion  that  copyholds 
are  within  the  statute,  strongly  favours  the  opposite  conclusion, 
that  all  copyholds  which  may  be  held  for  a  customary  fee  simple, 
may  be  intailed  without  showing  any  special  custom.  (1  Watk. 
Cop.  215.)  These  conclusions  axe  both  equally  logical.  If  it 
were  necessary  to  choose  between  them,  that  of  Sir  Boger 
Manwood  might  perhaps  be  preferred ;  because  his  reasons  for 
holding  that  copyholds  are  not  within  the  statute  seem  to  be 
decidedly  better  than  those  of  Watkins  for  holding  that  they 
axe  within  it.  But  for  all  purposes  of  practice,  it  is  now  settled 
that  neither  conclusion  represents  the  law.* 


*  Lord  Coke  was,  of  course,  aware  of  the  diffioolty  involyed  in  his  theory, 
and  he  endeavonrs  to  meet  it  with  great  ing^nity,  saggeeting  that,  before  the 
statute,  there  might  hare  been  a  cu8tx)m  to  limit  remainders  over  upon  such  an 
estate  in  copyholds,  and  that  the  issue  may  have  ayoided  alienations  made  by 
tiieir  ancestor,  or  have  recovered  the  lands  by  writs  of  f ormedon  m  deteender  ;  or 
rather  by  plaints  in  the  Lord's  Court  in  the  uature  of  such  writs.    (Go.  Litt. 


FEES  TAIL,  OR  ESTATES  TAIL.  273 


60  b.)  Thifl  is  repeated  out  of  3  Rep.  8  b,  where  the  same  arg^umeut  ia  used 
against  Sir  Roger  Manwdod's  criticism.  But  hereupon  Watkins  asks,  what 
else  such  a  state  of  things  would  mean,  but  that  a  custom  before  the  statute  eould 
create  an  estate  tail  in  fact,  whether  so  styled  or  not :  which  Lord  Coke  had 
expressly  denied.  (1  Watk.  Cop.  215.)  A  very  learned  person  once  suggested 
to  the  present  writer,  as  a  possible  explanation  of  Lord  Coke's  apparent  contra- 
diction in  terms,  that  a  custom  to  intail  copyholds,  with  aU  the  incidents  of 
entail,  might  possibly  have  existed  in  fact  before  the  statute,  in  the  sense  that 
it  was  actually  observed ;  but  that  it  was  then  a  bad  custom,  which  might  suc- 
cessfully have  been  contested  in  a  court  of  law,  though  it  was  in  fact  acquiesced 
in,  and  that  what  the  statute  did  was  to  make  it  a  good  custom  by  removing  the 
leg^  objection.  Watkins  has  dted  a  custom  of  the  manor  of  Dymook,  inrolled 
in  Chancery  as  <*oId  and  ancient  *'  in  the  time  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  and  which 
may,  therefore,  possibly  be  older  than  the  statute  De  Doni$,  which  imports  that  a 
copyholder  of  that  manor,  having  an  estate  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
might  lawfully  alienate  the  same  by  deed  to  another  person  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  which  clearly  must  have  been  something  different  from  a  conditional 
fee.  (1  Watk.  Cop.  208 ;  2  ibid.  488.)  Can  this  be  the  real  form  of  the  missing 
custom  P    But  this  is  something  quite  different  from  what  Lord  Coke  suggests. 

The  report  of  Heydon^i  Case  in  Serj.  Moore* s  Rep.  128,  which  manifesUy  refers 
to  the  case  reported  by  Lord  Coke,  does  not  contain  any  hint  of  this  discussion 
about  the  statute  De  Donu,  In  Lord  Coke's  report,  the  discussion  takes  the  form 
of  a  debate  between  Sir  Roger  Manwood  and  some  unnamed  person  or  persons, 
whose  remarks  are  introduced  by  formuke  of  objection ;  and  it  does  not  readily 
appear  whether  these  objections  came  from  the  counsel  or  from  the  other  judges. 


C.R.P. 
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CHAPTER  XXI. 


THE  ALIENATION  OF  FEES  TAIL. 


Oxiflin  of  the   Pees  tail  owed  their  origin  to  a  statute,  of  which  the  express 
fines  and  re-    intent  and  policy  was  to  restrain  alienation.     It  is  commonly 
bor^^^EiUB.      ®^^  ^**  ^^^  about  two  centuries  they  remained  inalienable. 
This  remark  is  so  far  true,  that  for  about  that  space  of  time  the 
tenant  in  tail  was  imable  by  any  assurance  to  convey  an  estate 
which  was  not  liable  to  be  avoided  after  his  death  by  the  issue 
inheritable  under  the  entail.     The  original  motive  of  the  statute 
is  very  clearly  explained  by  the  statute  itself,  which  was  designed 
by  the  great  lords  to  remedy  the  injury  done  to  them  by  the 
construction  placed  by  the  courts  of  law  upon  limitations  in  the 
form  of  a  conditional  fee.     By  this  construction  the  tenant  of 
the  conditional  fee  obtained  -poweif  post prolem  auscitatam^io  bar 
the  lord's  possibility  of  reverter ;  and  this  possibility  of  reverter 
upon  failure  of  issue,  which  failure  is  a  by  no  means  improbable 
event,  was  a  matter  of  very  practical  interest.    But  as  Lord  Coke 
remarks,  rei^m  progressu  offendunt  multa^  qucB  in  initio  preecaven 
sen  prcevideri  non  poasunt ;  and  the  unforeseen  consequences  of 
the  statute  exceeded  in  importance  those  which  had  been  de- 
signed.    The  terms  of  the  statute  precluded  escheat  by  attainder 
and  forfeiture  for  high  treason :  advantages  which  interested  not 
only  the  great  lords,  but  every  landowner  in  the  kingdom ;  and 
therefore,  as  Lord  Coke  informs  us,  though  repeated  attempts 
were  made  in  parliament  to  repeal  the  statute,  they  never  suc- 
ceeded.    The  intricacies  of  our  real  property  law  at  length,  after 
the  lapse  of  about  two  centuries  from  the  passing  of  the  statute, 
furnished  the  judges  with  a  means  to  repeal  the  statute  in 
practice  by  permitting,  or  rather  encouraging,  its  perpetual 
evasion.    A  lineal  warranty  by  the  ancestor,  if  accompanied  by 
assets,  was  a  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail ;  though  the  bar  continued 
only  so  long  as  the  assets  continued  to  accompany  it.    Upon 
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this  fact  was  founded,  by  an  ingenious  fiction,  of  which  the 
origin  is  commonly  attributed  to  some  obiter  dicta  of  the  judges 
in  Taltarum^a  Case^  the  theory  of  a  common  recovery  as  an 
assurance  by  tenant  in  tail.  But  it  is  evident  from  the  language 
of  Lord  Coke,  that  the  idea  of  using  this  fiction  to  bar  entails 
had  for  a  long  time  previously  engaged  the  attention  of  the 
judges.  (See  6  Eep.  40  b ;  10  Eep.  37  b.)  A  determined 
effort  was  made  at  the  bar,  in  Manj  Portington^s  CasCy  10  Rep. 
35,  to  withstand  the  then  established  practice  of  permitting 
entails  to  be  barred  by  means  of  common  recoveries;  which 
took  the  form  of  insisting  that  a  condition  of  forfeiture,  upon 
doing  or  concurring  in  any  act  to  bar  an  entail,  was  a  good  con- 
dition at  law.  The  court  was  compelled,  unless  it  would  lose  all 
the  fruit  of  its  former  evasion,  to  decide  that  such  a  condition  was 
void.  The  reasons  of  this  decision  cannot  be  brought  within  the 
reasons  in  favour  of  common  recoveries  deduced  from  Taltarum^a 
Case;  which  are  in  exact  accordance  with  the  theory  of  the  law, 
and  are  an  evasion  of  the  statute  only  because  the  judgment  of 
recovery  pronounced  against  the  common  vouchee  was  well 
known  to  be  a  sham  judgment.  Neither  can  the  decision  in 
Mary  Portington^a  Case  be  brought  strictly  within  the  reasons  of 
Corbet^ a  CasCj  1  Rep.  83,  and  Mildmay*8  Caae^  6  Rep.  40 ;  *  in 
which  the  nature  of  the  condition  was  rather  such  as  to  defeat 
the  legal  effect  of  a  common  recovery,  than  to  bind  the  tenant 
in  tail  not  to  suffer  one.  That  the  court  found  great  difficulty, 
in  Mary  Partington^ a  CaaOy  about  taking  the  further  step  which 
had  then  become  necessary,  appears  by  the  fact  that  the  case 
depended  in  court  during  fourteen  terms,  and  was  argued  more 
than  seven  times  at  the  bar,  and  more  than  once  by  the  bench. 
(10  Rep.  37  a.)  After  the  decision  of  that  case,  until  the 
abolition  of  recoveries  by  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  it 
became  an  axiom  of  conveyancers,  that  by  no  device  was  it 

*  *  In  Bretcater  t.  Kitehirif  Comb.  425,  at  p.  426,  Holt,  0.  J.,  observed  that 
Gorbet*»  Case  was  only  a  preparatiye  for  M%ldmaif*»  Case,  which  was  the  zeal  one ; 
meaning  that  the  former  was  a  fictitioua  case  stated  onlj  to  get  the  opinion  of 
the  court ;  and  he  added,  that  he  had  heard  Lord  Chancellor  Finch  say,  that  its 
fictitioas  character  had  not  been  discovered  until  too  late,  and  that  then  Ander- 
son, C.  J.,  had  been  very  angry.  The  statement  of  such  fictitious  cases  is  a 
contempt  of  court,  for  which  tiie  solicitor  is  liable  to  be  fined.  {Se  JSJbom,  3 
B.  ft  G.  697.) 

t2 
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possible  to  restrain  a  tenant  in  tail  from  barring  the  entail  bjr 
means  of  a  common  recovery,  whenever  suffering  a  common 
recovery  would  have  that  effect ;  and  the  same  rule  applies  also 
to  dispositions  made  by  a  tenant  iji  tail  imder  the  Fines  and 
Recoveries  Act.  {Dawhins  v.  Lord  Penrhyn^  4  App.  Cas.  61,  at 
pp.  63,  64.)  Fines  owed  their  efficacy  as  a  similar  assurance  to 
the  statutes  4  Hen.  7,  c.  24,  and  32  Hen.  8,  c.  36,  commonly, 
called  the  Statutes  of  Fines.  It  is  a  significant  circumstance, 
that  the  latter  statute  was  passed  to  legalise,  by  express  enact- 
ment, a  second  manifest  fraud  upon  the  statute  De  Bonis, 

The  learning  of  these  now  obsolete  assurances  is  still  needed 
to  understand  old  titles.  The  analogy  of  their  operation  has 
been  in  some  important  respects  followed  by  the  Fines  and 
Becoveries  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74,  in  prescribing  new  methods 
of  barring  entails,  and  the  remainders  and  reversions  thereupon ; 
and  in  certain  cases  the  person  who,  under  the  former  practice, 
would  have  been  the  proper  person  to  have  made  the  tenant  to 
the  prcecipey  for  suffering  a  common  recovery,  must  even  now. 
concur  in  the  barring  of  an  entail.* 

The  following  method,  also  now  obsolete,  of  barring  an  estate- 
tail,  may  be  here  noticed.  During  the  interval  which  elapsed 
between  43  Eliz.  c.  4,  which  was  designed  to  facilitate  the 
application  of  property  to  charitable  uses,  and  9  Q-eo.  2,  c.  36, 
which  prevents  land  from  being  devised  to  charitable  uses,  it 
was  held  that,  in  equity,  a  devise  by  tenant  in  tail  to  charitable 
uses  was  valid,  as  an  appointment  within  the  meaning  of  the 
first-cited  statute,  without  a  fine  levied,  or  a  recovery  suffered, 
by  the  testator.  {Attorney-Oeneral  v.  Rye^  2  Vem.  453.  And 
see  cases  in  note  at  p.  454,  Eaithby's  ed.) 

Katare  of  A  fine  was  an  action  (for  the  present  purpose,  but  not  neces- 

sarily, a  collusive  action)  commenced  upon  any  kind  of  writ  by 
which  lands  might  be  either  demanded  or  charged,  which  was 

*  See  tlie  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  ss.  29,  30,  31.  A  proof  that  the  opera- 
tion at  the  present  day  of  sect.  29  is  not  impossible,  oocorred  in  a  title  which 
came  before  the  writer  in  1880.  Sach  an  occurrence  will  be  possible,  so  long  as 
there  are  living  any  persons  who  took  particular  estates  preceding  estates  tail, 
created  by  settlements  executed  before  Ist  January,  1834.  {Vide  infra,  pp.  292, 
293.)  In  the  case  referred  to,  a  person  was  still  living,  who  had  been  tenant 
for  life  for  more  than  sixty  years. 
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oompromised  by  leave  of  the  court,  the  olaim  of  the  plaintifp,  or 
conuseey  being  acknowledged  by  the  defendant,  who  was  styled 
the  deforceant,  or  conusor.  According  to  the  common  classifi- 
cation, a  fine  might  be  of  four  kinds,  (1)  a  fine  aur  conusance  de 
droit  come  ceo,  que  il  ad  de  son  done^  which  is  often,  for  brevity, 
styled  a  fine  come  ceo;  and  the  word  fine,  when  used  alone, 
conmionly  refers  to  this  species ;  (2)  a  fine  sur  conusance  de  droit 
tantum ;  (3)  a  fine  sur  concessit ;  and  (4)  a  fine  sur  done,  grant  et 
render.  (See  Shep.  T.  4 ;  2  Bl.  Com.  ch.  21 ;  Cruise,  1  Fines 
and  Bee.  2nd  ed.  ch.  4 ;  3rd  ed.  ch.  3.)  Of  these  four  kinds, 
only  two  are  distinguished  by  essential  differences;  for  the 
second  is  a  mutilated  version  of  the  first,  and  the  fourth  is  a 
combination  of  the  first  and  third. 

The  fourfold  division  of  fines  above  specified  refers  to  what  ^^e*  at  the 

ii««ii  i»i  T     oommon  law 

may  be  styled  the  mdividual  character  of  the  assurance.  In  andsutatoiy 
respect  to  the  general  mode  of  their  operation,  or  the  general 
source  from  which  they  derive  their  eflBcacy,  fines  are  divided 
into  fines  levied  at  the  common  law,  and  fines  levied  by  virtue 
of  the  statute.  In  both  cases,  the  importance  of  the  assurance 
depended  upon  the  degree  in  which  it  operated  as  a  bar  to  all 
claims  which  were  not  prosecuted  within  certain  limits  of  time 
after  the  completion  of  the  fine. 

By  the  common  law  the  title  conferred  by  a  fine  was  a  bar  to 
the  claims  of  all  persons,  whether  parties  or  privies  to  the  fine  or 
not,  who,  not  being  under  disability,  did  not  prosecute  their 
claims  within  a  year  and  a  day.  (See  8  Bep.  100  a,  ad  init,) 
This  bar  by  non-claim  was  abolished  by  34  Edw.  3,  c.  16, 
called  the  Statute  of  Non-claim,  and  was  restored  with  modifi- 
cations by  1  Itic.  3,  c.  7 ;  which  statute  was  soon  rendered 
practically  obsolete  (though  it  was  not  expressly  repealed  until 
1863)  by  the  first  Statute  of  Fines,  4  Hen.  7,  c.  24. 

The  last-mentioned  statute  enacted  that,  proclamation  of  the  The  first 
fine  having  been  made  as  therein  mentioned,  the  fine  should  be  Finee. 
a  final  end  and  conclude  as  well  privies  as  strangers  to  the  same, 
except  persons  under  specified  disabilities,  other  than  parties  to 
the  fine ;  saving  to  all  persons  other  than  the  parties,  such  right 
as  they  might  have  at  the  time  of  the  fine,  so  that  they  should 
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pursue  their  title  by  way  oi  action,  or  lawful  entry,  within  fim 
years  next  after  the  proclamations;  and  saving  to  all  other 
persons  such  right  as  might  subsequently  accrue  to  them,  so 
that  they  should  pursue  their  title  within  five  years  of  ita 
accruing.  The  provisions  last  specified  are  commonly  referred, 
to  as  the  first  saving  and  the  second  saving  respectively. 

The  statute  also  allows  to  persons  under  disability,  other  than, 
married  women  parties  to  the  fine,  five  years  from  the  cessation, 
of  the  disability  during  which  to  prosecute  their  claims  by 
action  or  entry ;  but  enacts  that  if  they  should  not  pursue  their 
remedy  as  aforesaid,  they  and  their  heirs  should  be  concluded 
for  ever,  iu  like  form  as  parties  or  privies  to  the  fine.  It  also 
saves  to  all  persons,  not  being  parties  or  privies,  the  right  (which 
existed  at  the  common  law)  to  avoid  the  fine  upon  an  averment 
partes  finis  nihil  habuerimt,  if  none  of  the  parties  had  an  estate 
of  freehold  in  the  lands. 

The  theory  of  After  the  Statute  of  Non-claim,  a  fine  levied  merely  at  the 
Buranoes  by  common  law,  without  the  proclamations  enjoined  by  the  statute, 
tenaDt  in  tail,  operated  Only  by  way  of  estoppel,  and  therefore  it  bound  only 
the  parties  thereto  and  the  privies  in  estate  of  the  parties.  At 
the  common  law,  the  issue  in  tail  were  not  regarded  as  being 
privy  in  estate  to  any  preceding  tenant  in  tail,  and  the  estoppel 
of  the  latter  was  no  estoppel  to  the  former.  In  other  words,  the 
issue  in  tail  were  not,  as  such,  bound  by  a  fine  levied  at  the 
common  law  by  their  ancestor  in  the  entail.  (1  Prest.  Conv. 
213.)  The  only  fines  that  would  bind  the  issue  in  tail  were 
fines  levied  with  proclamations  by  virtue  of  the  statute ;  and 
this  operation  was  derived  from  a  strained  judicial  construction, 
subsequently  confirmed  by  legislative  enactment. 

It  seems  to  have  been  inferred  from  the  above -stated  pro- 
visions that  the  issue  in  tail,  though  not  parties,  were  privies 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  A  majority  of  the  judges 
in  the  year  19  Hen.  8,  held,  in  accordance  with  this  opinion, 
that  by  a  fine  levied  with  proclamations  by  a  tenant  in  tail 
imderthe  statute,  the  issue  in  tail  were  immediately  and  finally, 
barred,  nor  were  allowed  any  time  to  prosecute  their  claim  upon- 
the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  by  whom  the  fine  was  levied. 
(Dy.  2  b,  pi.  1.)    In  that  case,  the  five  years  mentioned  by  the; 
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statute  had  in  fact  expired  during  the  lifetime' of  the  tenant  in 
tail ;  and  it  does  not  quite  clearly  appear  from  Dyer's  report, 
.whether  the  judges  who  held  that  the  issue  in  tail  were  barred 
hy  the  fine,  thought  that  this  lapse  of  the  five  years  was 
material.  But  it  would  rather  seem,  that  they  considered  the 
issue  in  tail  to  be  immediately  barred,  as  being  privies  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  as  not  being  within  the  saving 
clauses. 

Though  this  decision  was  manifestly  repugnant  to  the  pro* 
vision  of  the  statute  Be  DaniSj  ^'  if  a  fine  be  levied  hereafter  o{ 
such  lands,  it. shall  be  void  in  the  law,''  its  principle  was  ex- 
pressly affirmed  by  the  second  Statute  of  Fines,  32  Hen.  8,  Theaeooiid 
c.  36 ;  which  enacts,  that  all  fines  levied  with  proclamations.  Fines, 
whether  before  or  after  the  Act,  by  any  person  of  full  age,  of  any 
hereditaments  intailed  to  him  or  any  of  his  ancestors,  in  posses** 
sion,  reversionf  remainder,  or  in  use,  should  be,  immediately 
after  the  fine  levied,  engrossed,  and  proclamations  made,  deemed 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  sufficient  bar  for  ever  against  such 
person  and  his  heirs  claiming  the  same  hereditaments  or  any 
parcel  thereof  only  by  force  of  any  such  entail. 

Some  remarks  upon  the  operation  of  fines  as  against  strangers, 
will  be  found  at  p.  360,  infra. 

A  warranty  was  a  covenant  real  annexed  to  an  estate  of  free-  The  bearing 
hold,  arising  either  by  implication  of  law,  or  by  express  contract.  Sp^^^mon 
(Prest.  Shep.  T.  181.)  Ab  an  express  contract,  a  warranty  TOooveries. 
could  be  created  only  by  the  use  of  the  word  tcarrantizo  or 
warrant  (litt.  sect.  733.)  The  benefit  of  the  warranty  (if  the 
estate  of  freehold  was  also  of  inheritance)  descended  to  the  heir 
of  the  warrantee,  and  the  burden  to  the  heir  of  the  warrantor. 
The  warranty  conveyed  no  estate,  but,  so  far  as  it  was  effectual, 
operated  as  a  bar  to  prevent  the  heir  of  the  warrantor  from 
enforcing  a  claim  to  the  lands  as  against  the  heir  of  the  war- 
rantee. The  epithets  lineal  and  coUateraly  as  applied  to  warran- 
ties, do  not  refer  to  the  lineal  or  collateral  descent  of  the  heir  of 
the  warrantor  from  his  ancestor;  but  solely  to  the  question, 
whether  his  claim  by  inheritance,  or  (under  an  entail)  by  quasi- 
inheritance,  to  the  lands,  and  his  liability  to  the  warranty,  were 
both  derived,  or  might  possibly  be  both  derived,  from  the  same 
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ancestor  throngli  the  same  line  of  descent,  or  not.  In  the 
former  oase  the  warranty  was  lineal,  in  the  latter  ooUateral. 
(1  Prest.  Abstr.  410,  411.)  The  person  to  be  bound  must  in 
either  oase  be  the  heir  of  the  warrantor,  in  order  that  the  burden 
of  the  warranty  might  descend  upon  him ;  and  in  order  to  con- 
stitute a  lineal  warranty,  it  was  necessary  that  the  heir,  in 
deducing  his  title,  might  possibly  be  obliged  to  name  the 
warrantor  in  his  pedigree.*  Thus  a  warranty  made  by  the 
donee  in  tail  would  necessarily  be  lineal  in  respect  to  all  the 
issue  in  tail ;  and  the  warranty  of  any  subsequent  tenant  in  tail 
would  be  necessarily  lineal  to  all  the  issue  in  tail  inheritable 
after  himself.  The  only  point  in  the  intricate  learning  of 
warranties  which  requires  to  be  noticed,  is,  that  a  lineal  war- 
ranty, if  accompanied  in  its  descent  by  assets,  but  not  otherwise, 
was  a  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail,  notwithstanding  the  statute 
Be  Donis^  in  respect  of  the  estate  tail.  (litt.  sect.  712;  Co. 
litt.  374  b.)  The  efficacy  of  a  common  recovery,  as  an  assur- 
ance by  tenant  in  tail,  depends  upon  this  proposition. 

Warranties  made  after  31st  December,  1833,  are,  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitation,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  39,  made  ineflfec- 
tual  (as  to  lands  in  England)  to  toll  or  defeat  any  entry  or 
action  for  the  recovery  of  land. 

.  By  the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act,  s.  14,  all  warranties  of 
lands  (in  England)  made  after  the  same  date  by  any  tenant  in 
tail,  are  made  absolutely  void  against  the  issue  in  tail,  and  all 
persons  whose  estates  are  to  take  effect  after  the  determination 
or  in  defeasance  of  the  estate  tail.  The  Irish  Fines  and  He- 
coveries  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  92,  s.  11,  contains  a  similar 
provision  as  to  lands  in  Ireland. 


TaUarum'a 
Cote,  M.  12 
Edw.  4,  pi. 
25,  f.  19  a. 


Taltarum^s  Case  seems  to  have  been  to  the  following  purport. 
Humfery  Smith,  being  actually  seised  of  certain  lands  by 

*  It  was  snffioieiit  for  the  parpose  of  making  the  warranty  lineal,  that  the 
warrantor  shoold  occupy  a  prior  place  in  the  pedigpree,  00  that  a  descent  might 
possibly  be  deduced  from  him ;  although  in  fact,  by  reason  of  the  particular 
order  in  which  deaths  occurred,  the  descent  might  happen  not  to  be  so  deduced. 
Thus,  the  warranty  of  an  elder  brother  was  lineal  to  a  younger  brother,  in 
respect  to  lands  descending  from  the  father,  although  it  should  so  happen  that, 
by  the  death  of  the  elder  brother  without  issue  in  the  father's  lifetime,  the  lands 
debcend^  to  the  younger  son  directly  from  the  father. 
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dosoent,  as  tenant  in  tail  general,  made  a  feofiEment  thereof  to 
one  Tregos  in  fee  simple.  By  this  f eofibnent  he  discontinued  both 
his  former  estate  tail  and  also  all  remainders,  and  the  reversion, 
if  any,  subsisting  thereupon;  so  that  all  persons  claiming 
under  any  of  such  discontinued  estates,  could  thenceforward 
prosecute  their  respective  claims  only  by  means  of  a  real  action. 
Tregos  then  enfeofPed  Humfery  Smith  and  Jane  his  wife  in 
special  tail  general,  with  remainder  to  Humfery  Smith  in  fee 
simple.  Jane  the  wife  died,  leaving,  as  the  report  states, 
Humfery  Smith  sole  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue 
extinct.  One  Taltarum,  upon  some  claim  of  title  not  material 
to  be  stated,  had  some  time  before  the  bringing  of  the  present 
action,  sued  a  writ  of  right  against  Humfery  Smith ;  and  the 
proceedings  had  upon  this  writ  were  precisely  identical  with  the 
proceedings  which  in  later  times  were  followed  in  a  common 
recovery  with  single  voucher.  Humfery  Smith  vouched  to 
warranty  one  Biohard  King,  who  appeared  and  admitted  the 
warranty,  and  subsequently  made  default.  Judgment  was 
thereupon  given,  that  the  demandant,  Taltarum,  should  recover 
the  lands  against  Humfery  Smith,  and  that  the  latter  should 
recover  lands  of  equal  value  against  the  vouchee  Bichard  King. 
It  would  appear,  so  far  as  the  rambling  obscurity  of  the  report 
allows  anything  to  appear,  that  in  the  present  case  the  question 
at  issue  was,  whether  a  person  claiming  under  the  original 
entail,  which  had  been  discontinued  by  Humfery  Smith's  feoff- 
ment to  Tregos,  was  barred  by  this  recovery.  And  it  appears 
to  have  been  held,  that  he  was  not  barred ;  upon  the  ground 
that  Humfery  Smith  (who  was  really  seised  under  the  tortious 
seisin  acquired  by  his  own  feoffment  to  Tregos)  had  not  been 
seised  by  force  of  the  original  entail,  which  was  now  sought  to  be 
barred,  at  the  time  when  the  recovery  was  suffered.  From  this 
the  inference  was  deduced,  that  if  Humfery  Smith  had  been  so 
seised  by  force  of  the  original  entail,  the  recovery  would  have 
been  a  good  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail  claiming  thereunder.  And 
this  inference,  being  acted  upon  in  practice,  was  subsequently 
recognized  by  the  courts,  and  became  the  foundation  of  comm(m 
recoveries. 

A  common  recovery  was  a  collusive  action  of  recovery,  not  The  nature  of 
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a  oommon  oompromised,  but  prosecuted  to  judgment  bj  the  demandant  or 
^^^"^^^^  reooveror  against  the  tenant  or  reooveree.*  In  its  most  usual 
f  orm,  as  an  assurance  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  it  was  brought  by  a 
collusive  demandant  against  a  collusive  tenant,  called  the  tenant 
to  the  prcecipcy  or  writ  sued  out  for  the  purpose  of  suffering  the 
recovery,  to  whom  an  estate  of  freehold  had  been  conveyed  by 
the  person  in  whom  the  immediate  freehold  in  the  lands  wajs 
vested,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  defend  the  action;  for  ^ 
common  recovery  was  obliged  to  conform  in  all  essential  points 
to  the  real  action  which  it  coUusively  represented,  and  by  th^ 
oommon  law  no  action  of  recovery  was  well  grounded  unless 
brought  against  the  actual  tenant  of  the  first  estate  of  freehold 
in  the  lands  sooght  to  be  recovered ;  for  default  of  which  th^ 
recovery  might  '\^q  faUifiei^  or  wet  aside,  upon  a  plea  of  non-tenure^, 
(Booth,  Beal  Actions,  p.  29 ;  ibid,  p.  80«) 

Statutory  The  common  law  rule  which  required  that  the  tenant  to  the 

praeipe.  prcBcipe  should  be  the  person  actually  seised  of  the  first  estate  of 

freehold,  was  found  to  be  very  inconvenient  in  places  where  it 
was  the  custom  to  let  out  lands  on  leases  for  lives  at  a  rent;  hi 
which  case  the  concurrence  of  the  lessees  was  necessary,  in  order 
to  make  a  tenant  to  the  prcecipe.  By  14  Geo,  2,  c.  20,  ss.  1,  2, 
it  was  enacted,  in  effect,  that  all  common  recoveries  suffered  ox 
to  be  suffered  without  the  concurrence  of  such  lessees,  should  bQ 
as  valid  and  effectual  as  if  they  had  concurred,  provided  that 
the  person  next  in  remainder  or  reversion  should  convey  an 
estate  for  life  at  least  to  the  tenant  to  the  prcecipe. 

Form  of  the  The  tenant  to  the  prcecipe  admitted  the  claim  of  the  demandant^^ 
areooTer^""^  but  vouched  to  warranty  {vocavit  ad  warrantizandum)  the  tenant 
in  tail,  who  admitted  the  warranty,  but  vouched  over  somebody 
else,  always  a  man  of  straw,  usually  the  orier  of  the  court,  who 
was  therefore  styled  the  common  vouchee.  The  demandant 
then  "craved  leave  to  imparl"  {petiit  licentiam  interloqimidi) ; 
which  being  granted,  the  demandant  and  the  common  vouchee 


*  The  terms  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  properly  restricted  to  personal  and 
mixed  actions ;  the  corresponding^  terms  in  real  actions  beings  demandant  and 
tenant.     (Go.  Litt.  127  b.) 
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left  the  ootLTt  together.  Afterwards  the  demandant  came  into 
court  without  the  common  vouchee ;  and  the  latter,  having  heen 
Bolemnlj  summoned  and  failing  to  appear,  was  adjudged  ^*  to 
have  departed  in  contempt  of  the  court  and  made  default,'^ 
(See  the  form  of  the  record,  2  Bl.  Com.  Appendix,  No.  V.,  at 
p.  zix.)  Thereupon  the  demandant  recovered  the  intailed  lands 
against  the  tenant  to  tiie  prcBctpey  who  recovered  lands  of  equal 
value  against  the  tenant  in  tail,  who  recovered  a  similar  reoom« 
pense  in  value  against  the  common  vouchee.*  The  recompense 
in  value  supposed  to  be  recovered  from  the  common  vouchee, 
had  the  same  effect  in  law  as  actual  assets  to  make  the  warranty 
good  against  the  issue  in  tail.  (1  Bep.  94  b.)  And  since  the 
recompense,  if  it  had  reallj  been  recovered,  would  have  descended 
according  to  the  descent  of  the  lands  for  which  it  was  a  substi- 
tute, the  remainderman  or  reversioner  was  equally  within  the 
benefit  of  the  recompense,  and  was  held  to  be  equally  barred  by 
the  recovery.t 

The  above  stated  reasons  were  originally  brought  forward,  at 
the  time  when  common  recoveries  were  introduced  into  practice, 
to  explain  their  operation  in  barring  remaindermen  and  rever« 
sioners.  Afterwards,  when  their  use  for  this  purpose  had  become 
general,  their  operation  was  extended  to  cases  which  did  not  fall 
within  the  original  reasons ;  for  example,  a  tenant  in  tail,  who 
had  previously  levied  a  fine  and  thereby  destroyed  his  estate  as 
an  entail,  was  allowed  to  bar  the  remaindermen  and  reversioner 
by  a  subsequently  suffered  recovery. 

In  1744  the  following  definition  was  given  by  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Willes  : — "  A  common  recovery  is  a  conveyance  on 
record,  invented  to  give  a  tenant  in  tail  an  absolute  power  to 
dispose  of  his  estate,  as  if  he  were  tenant  in  fee  simple."  {Martin 
V.  Strachafiy  Willes,  444,  at  p.  451.) 

The  recovery  above  described  is  styled  a  recovery  with  double  Double  and 
voucher ;  and  this  was  the  form  most  commonly  used.     Beco-  ^^oher. 
veries  might  also  be  suffered  in  a  similar  form,  mutatis  mutandis^ 

*  This  exactly  ooireeponded  with  the  judgment  on  a  writ  of  fonnedon,  if  the 
defendant  Toached  a  stranger  to  warranty.    (See  2  Fitzh.  Abr.  87  a,  pi.  267.) 

t  "And  the  reason  of  a  common  reooTcry  barring  the  remainders  is,  becans6 
he  in  remainder  is  entitled  to  enjoy  the  recompense."     (6  T.  R.  at  p.  108,  note.) 


2Bi 


THE  NATURE  AND  QUANTUM  OF  ESTATES. 


The  last 
known  oane  in 
which  a  re- 
covery waa 
suffered  with 
single 
Toucher. 


Beooyerv 
with  treble 
voucher. 


Importanoe 
of  me 
Toucher. 


with  single  Touoher  only,  or  with  more  than  two  vouchers.  In 
a  recovery  with  single  vouoher,  the  tenant  in  tail  was  himself 
sued  as  tenant  to  the  prceeipe^  and  he  vouched  to  warranty  the 
common  vouchee  without  having  been  himself  vouched.  A 
recovery  with  single  voucher  gave  a  secure  title  only  when  the 
tenant  in  tail  by  whom  it  was  suffered  was  actually  in  posses- 
sion, and  was  not  also  entitled  in  right  to  the  lands  under  any 
other  estate  tail  which  had  been  devested  or  discontinued.  The 
right  under  any  such  devested  or  discontinued  estate  tail  would 
be  barred  by  a  recovery  with  double  voucher,  but  not  by  a 
recovery  with  single  voucher.  (Cruise,  2  Fines  and  Bee. 
245.) 

In  a  case  in  which  an  estate  tail  was  subject  to  a  conditional 
limitation  over  in  the  event  of  any  attempted  alienation  by  the 
tenant  in  tail,  Feame  advised  that  he  should  bar  the  entail  by 
suffering  a  recovery  with  single  voucher,  in  order  to  avoid  all 
question  as  to  whether  he  might  incur  a  forfeiture  by  previously 
executing  any  assurance  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  tenant  to 
the  prcBcipe.     (Feame,  Posth.  Works,  336.) 

A  recovery  was  sometimes  suffered  with  treble  voucher,*  when 
one  estate  tail  had  been  derived  out  of  another  estate  tail,  and 
both  entails  were  in  existence  at  the  same  time  and  in  different 
persons.  By  separately  vouching  both  the  tenants  in  tail,  both 
the  entails  were  undoubtedly  barred ;  and  it  was  immaterial  in 
what  order  they  were  vouched.  (1  Prest.  Conv.  127.)  It  seems, 
however,  that  the  more  usual  practice  was  to  suffer  a  recovery 
with  only  double  voucher,  and  to  vouch  the  two  tenants  in  tail 
jointly,  though  in  theory  it  might  be  doubtful  whether  a  joint 
voucher  was  a  sufficient  bar  to  both  entails.     {Ibid.  128.) 

That  it  was  the  warranty,  not  the  mere  judgment  of  recovery, 
which  constituted  the  bar,  is  proved  by  the  fact,  that  a  judgment 


*  Probably  in  praotioe  treble  Tonoher  was  used  only  in  oases  of  settlements 
made  by  a  father,  tenant  for  life,  and  a  son,  tenant  in  tail,  where  those  estates 
iiad  been  created  upon  the  barring  of  an  entail  imder  a  former  settlement,  and 
it  was  known,  or  suspected,  that  the  former  bar  had  not  been  perfectly  effectual, 
but  had  amounted  only  to  a  discontinuance.  This  state  of  circumstances  would 
fulfil  the  conditions  specified  in  the  text.  The  necessity  for  the  additional 
Toucher  was  referred  to  the  necessity  for  a  further  **  recompense  in  value  "  to  go 
in  the  line  of  the  earlier  entail,    (See  1  Prest.  Conv.  119.) 
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^thout  TOuolier,  obtained  bj  default  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  did 
not  prevent  the  issue  in  tail  from  prosecuting  a  writ  of  formedon 
after  his  death:  (Litt.  sect.  688.)  But  such  a  oovenous  judg- 
ment was  an  estoppel  to  the  parties  themselves. 

Sect.  2  of  the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act  enacts,  that  no  fine  I^ine8andre«> 
shall  be  levied  or  oommon  recovery  suffered,  except  those  then  abolished, 
pending,  aifter  31st  December,  1833. 

As  an  assurance  bj  a  tenant  in  tail,  a  fine  had  this  advantage  Effect  of  fine 
over  a  recovery,  that  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  32  Hen.  8^  taU. 
0.  36,  it  could  be  levied  without  the  concurrence  of  the  tenant  of 
the  immediate  freehold,  while  a  recovery  oould  not  be  suffered 
without  obtaining  either  his  concurrence  or,  in  case  the  imme- 
diate freehold  was  in  the  hands  of  a  lessee  for  lives  at  a  rent,  the 
concurrence  of  the  statutory  substitute  provided  by  14  Geo.  2, 
c'  20.  Any  estate  tail,  though  in  remainder,  or  contingency, 
or  to  arise  by  way  of  executory  limitation,  was  barred  by  a  fine 
(with  proclamations)  levied  by  the  person  entitled  thereto.  (1 
Preet.  Abstr.  402.)  This  clearly  appears  by  the  above-dted 
langtiage  of  the  statute;  and  it  indicates  a  second  udvantage  in 
a 'fine ;  for  it  is  the  better  opinion  that  a  recovery  by  a  person 
entitled  to  a  contingent  or  executory  interest  in  tail,  had  no 
operation  to  bar  the  issue  in  tail.  (2  Frest.  Abst.  98 ;  1  Prest. 
Oonv.  142.) 

But  a  fine  barred  only  the  issue  in  tail ;  so  that  a  fee  simple 
could  not  be  obtained  by  it,  unless  one  of  the  parties  had  also  a 
remainder.  Or  reversion,  in  fee  simple  expectant  upon  the  estate 
taQ.  By  a  mere  bar  of  the  issue  in  tail,  a  base  fee  was  created, 
which  endured  so  long  as  there  was  in  existence  either  the  donee 
in  tail  or  any  issue  who  might  have  inherited  under  the  entail. 
( Vide  infray  p.  298,  No.  1  of  the  list  there  given.) 

A  recovery  barred  as  well  the  estate  tail  as  also  all  re-  Effect  of  a 
mainders,  and  the  reversion,  expectant  thereupon;  and  destroyed       ^ 
all  executory  limitations,  determinable  limitations,  and  condi- 
tions, annexed  thereto,  and  all  collateral  powers  by  which  the 
estate  tail  might  have  been  defeated,  whereby  the  person  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  recovery  obtained  as  largo  an  estate  as 
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oould  by  possibility  have  been  made  by  the  settlor  who  created 
the  estate  tail.* 

'  But  a  recovery  had  no  effect  upon  estates  derived  out  of,  ot 
upon  charges  existing  as  incumbrances  upon,  the  estate  tail.' 
(1  Prest.  Conv.  141 ;  3  Prest.  Abstr,  137.  t) 

Tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct  could  not 
suffer  a  common  recovery ;  nor  can  he  at  the  present  day  make 
any  disposition  under  the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act.  (See 
sect.  18.)  But  he  has,  when  his  estate  is  in  possession,  the 
powers  conferred  upon  a  tenant  for  life  under  the  Settled  Land 
Act,  1882.     (See  sect.  58,  sub-sect.  1,  vii,  of  that  Act.) 

By  11  Hen.  7,  c.  20,  recoveries  by  women  tenants  in  tail 
exprovkione  tin  are  made  void.  This  Act  is  repealed,  except 
as  to  settlements  made  before  28th  August,  1833,  by  the  Fined 
and  Becoveries  Act,  s.  17.  But  by  sect.  16  of  the  same  Act, 
the  same  assent  is  made  necessary  to  the  validity  of  any  dis-* 
position  made  under  the  Act  by  any  such  woman  tenant  in 
tail,  as  would  have  been  necessary,  by  virtue  of  the  repealed 
statute,  to  a  fine  levied  or  recovery  suffered  by  her. 

By  the  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  20,  no  recovery  suffered  by  any 
tenant  in  tail  of  lands  whereof  the  reversion  or  remainder  is  in 
the  king,  shall  bind  the  heirs  in  tail.  Nor  can  such  a  tenant  id 
tail,  or  any  tenant  in  tail  who  is  by  any  other  Act  restrained 
from  barring  his  estate  tail,  make  any  disposition  under  the 


*  1  Prest.  Eat.  426;  1  Prest.  Abstr.  393;  3  Prest.  Abstr.  137;  1  Prest. 
Cony.  2 ;  ibid,  17.  Not  necossarily,  as  is  commonly  said,  a  fee  simple.  He 
remarks,  howe7er,  that  the  point  has  nerer  been  actually  decided.  But  it  seems 
to  be  too  obviously  true  to  need  decision.  It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  the 
language  of  the  Fines  and  Beooyeries  Act,  s.  15,  "which  enables  a  tenant  in-  tail 
(subject  to  certain  conditions)  to  dispose  of  the  intailed  lands  as  against  the 
issue  in  tail,  and  also  aU  persons  whose  estates  are  to  take  effect  after  the  deier^ 
initiation  or  in  defeasance  of  the  estate  tail,  does  not  affect  persons  claiming  by 
title  paramount  to  that  of  the  settlor.  An  estate  tail  may  be  derived  out  of  a 
determinable  fee  ;  and  in  such  a  case  the  estate  tail  itself,  or  any  base  fee  into 
which  it  may  have  been  converted,  and  also  any  estate,  though  purporting  to  be 
a  fee  simple,  created  by  any  disposition  made  by  the  tenant  in  tail  under  the 
Act,  will,  ipao  facto f  cease  and  determine  uxxm  the  determination  of  the  deter* 
minable  fee  out  of  which  they  were  derived.  {Ceetante  statu  primitivo,  cessat 
derivativus.     Vide  supra,  p.         .) 

t  CapeVs  Case,  1  Bep.  61.  The  reason  was,  that  the  fee  simple  obtained  by 
the  recovery,  was  the  same  estate  as  the  fee  tail  of  the  person  suffering  the  re- 
covery. So  a  fee  simple  obtained  by  a  modem  disentailing  assurance,  is  only  a 
continuation  of  the  estate  tail.    (See  Lord  Lilford  y.  Att.'Oen.,  L.  B.  2  H.  L.  63.) 
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Fmee  and  Beooveries  Aot.  (See  sect.  18.)  But  when  his 
estate  is  in  possession,  anj  such  tenant  in  tail  can  exercise  the 
powers  bonf erred  upon  a  tenant  for  life  under  the  Settled  Land 
Aot,  1882  ;  and,  in  case  the  reversion  is  in  the  crown,  so  as  to 
bind  the  crown  bj  such  exercise.  (See  sect.  58,  sub-sect.  1,  i, 
of  that  Act.) 

The  analogy  of  fines  and  recoveries  has  been  to  a  considerable  Modemdisen- 

,  ,  ,  tailing  assnr- 

extent  followed  bj  the  Fines  and  Eecoveries  Act,  which  enables  ances.  3  &  4 
every  tenant  in  tail,  whether  in  possession,  remainder,  oontin-  '  *  °' 
gency,  or  otherwise,  after  31st  December,  1833,  by  any  assur- 
ance (other  than  a  will)  by  which  he  could  have  made  the 
disposition,  if  his  estate  were  an  estate  at  law  in  fee  simple 
absolute,  to  dispose  of  for  an  estate  in  fee  simple  absolute,  or 
for  any  less  estate,  the  lands  intailed,  as  against  all  persons 
claiming  the  lands  intailed  by  force  of  any  estate  tail  vested  in 
the  person  making  the  disposition,  and  also,  with  the  consent  of 
the  person  (if  any)  who  under  the  Act  is  protector  of  the  settle-- 
ment,  as  against  all  persons,  including  the  crown,  whose  estates 
are  to  take  effect  after  or  in  defeasance  of  any  such  estate  tail. 
(See  sects.  15,  34  and  40  of  that  Act.)  Such  consent  is  not 
needed,  if  the  tenant  in  tail  is  also  entitled  to  an  immediate 
remainder  or  reversion  in'  fee.  (Sect.  84.)  Here  the  word  fee 
means /e6  simpk. 

The  estate  tail  will  not  be  barred,  except  in  so  far  as  the 
disposition  effeotuaUy  passes  an  estate  to  the  grantee.  In  cases 
where  the  grantee  has  power  to  disclaim  the  estate,  his  subse- 
quent disclaimer  will  prevent  the  disposition  from  having  any 
effect  under  the  Act.     {Peacock  v.  Eastland^  L.  R.  10  Eq.  17.) 

The  phrase,  whose  estates  are  to  take  effect  after  or  in  defeasance  T^e  ntmost 

sff  oct  of  a 

(ythe  estate  tail,  is  not  applicable  to  persons  coming  in  by  title  disentailmff 
paramount;    and  therefore  the  utmost  operation  of  every  dis-  ***'^™"^* 
entailing  assurance  is  confined  to  barring  estates  arising  under 
the  settlement,  together  with  the  reversion,  if  any,  upon  such 
estates.    It  follows^  that  no  greater  estate  can  be  gained  by  any 
disentailing  assurance,  than  could  by  possibility  have  been  made- 
by  the  settlor  by  whom  the  estate  tail  was  created.    In  this 
respect,  the  operation  of  a  modern  disentailing  assurance  is 
exactly  co-extensive  with  the  operation  of  a  common  recovery. 
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The  disentailing  assurance  (assuming,  of  oourse,  that  it  pur- 
ports to  convey  the  lands  for  a  fee  simple)  will  have  this,  ita 
utmost  possible  operation,  in  each  of  the  following  cases : — 

(1)  If  the  tenant  in  tail  bj  whom  it  is  made  is  tenant  in  tail 

in  possession ;  or 

(2)  If,  though  not  in  possession,  he  is  entitled  to  the  imme- 

diate remainder,  or  reversion  in  fee  simple  upon  his 
estate  tail ;  or 

(3)  If,  though  he  is  neither  in  possession  nor  entitled  to  the 

immediate  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple,  the 
disentailing  assurance  is  made  with  the  consent  of  the 
protector  of  the  settlement.  Such  consent  must  be 
given  either  by  the  same  assurance,  or  by  a  deed  to  be 
executed  on  or  before  the  day  on  which  the  assurance 
is  made.     (Sect.  42.) 

In  all  other  cases  the  assurance  will  bar  only  the  estate  tail| 
and  thus  create  a  base  fee. 


The  Protector  of  the  Settlement  under  the  Fines  and 

Recoveries  Act. 

General  In  general,  the  protector  of  the  settlement  is  the  owner  of  the 

the  protector.  ^^  estate  for  years  determinable  on  the  dropping  of  a  life  or 
lives  or  other  greater  estate — such  estate  not  being  held  under  a 
lease  at  a  rent — which  is  prior  to  the  estate  tail,  and  is  subsisting 
under  the  same  settlement,  or  is  confirmed  or  restored  by  the 
same  settlement.     (Sects.  22,  25,  26.) 

It  has  not  actually  been  decided,  but  if  the  case  should  arise 
it  probably  will  be  decided,  that  where  the  prior  estate  which 
qualifies  the  protector  is  held  by  one  person  upon  trust  for 
another,  the  person  entitled  to  exercise  the  powers  of  protector 
is  the  cestui  que  trusty  and  not  the  trustee.  (See  Re  Ainslie^ 
Ainslie  v.  Ainslie,  33  W.  E.  148.)  This  case  is  to  be  distin- 
guished from  the  case  where  all  the  estates  are  equitable ;  when 
the  protector  of  the  equitable  estate  taU  is  the  equitable  tenant 
for  life.     {Re  Dudson's  Contract,  8  Ch.  D.  628.) 
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The  protector  retains  his  powers,  notwithstanding  any  in* 
oumbranees  upon,  or  absolute  disposition  of,  his  estate,  and  not- 
withstanding his  bankruptoj  or  insolyenoj.     (Sect.  22.) 

An  estate  by  the  curtesy  taken  by  a  husband  in  respect  of  Estate  by  the 

^  ^  ^  ^    *  ourtesj,  and 

any  estate  created  by  the  settlement,  may  be  a  prior  estate  byresultmg 
within  the  meaning  of  the  preceding  paragraph.     (Sect.  22.) 
So  also  may  an  estate  which  vests  in  the  settlor  by  way  of 
resulting  use.     (Ibid.) 

But  no  tenant  in  dower,  and  (except  in  the  case  provided  for  Tenants  in 
by  sect.  31)  no  bare  trustee,  or  heir,  executor,  administrator,  or  tmstees, 
assign,  can  be  protector  in  respect  of  any  estate  taken  in  any  tOTsf'ad^Sa- 
of  such  capacities  respectively.     (Sect.  27.)  trators,  and 

*  *  •'        ^  ^  assigns 

The  case  of  a  bare  trustee  in  sect.  31  refers  only  to  settle-  excluded, 
ments  made  before  28th  August,  1883.  The  mention  of  the 
heir,  executor,  and  administrator  seems  to  refer  to  an  estate 
taken  either  by  special  occupancy  or  by  virtue  of  the  Wills  Act, 
7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  6,  upon  the  death  of  the  owner  of 
an  estate  pur  autre  vie  who  in  his  lifetime  had  been  protector. 
The  enactment  respecting  the  assign  imports  that  no  person 
who  is  protector  can,  by  any  absolute  disposition  of  his  estate 
made  after  the  commencement  of  the  Act,  convey  the  protector- 
ship to  an  assignee ;  which  supplements  the  provision  of  sect.  22, 
that  the  protector  shall  continue  to  be  protector  although  his 
estate  may  have  been  absolutely  disposed  of.  As  to  assignments 
of  the  prior  estate,  made  before  the  commencement  of  the  Act, 
see  sect.  29. 

In  ascertaining  which  estate  qualifies  the  protector,  in  any 
case  coming  within  the  foregoing  provisions,  the  estate  which  is 
thereby  excluded  is  deemed  to  be  non-existent,  and  the  next 
subsequent  estate  (being  such  as  to  fulfil  the  relevant  conditions) 
is  the  qualifyiDg  estate.     (See  sect.  28.) 

If  there  are  concurrent  owners  of  the  prior  estate,  each  is  sole  CoDoaire&t 
protector  to  the  extent  of  such  undivided  share  as  he  could 
dispose  of.     (Sect.  23.) 

The  settlor  may  by  the  settlement  appoint  any  number  of  Special  pro- 
persons  in  esse^  not  exceeding  three  and  not  being  aliens,  to  be  pomtod  by 
C.R.P.  u  ^**^°'- 


290 


THE  NATURE  AKD  QUANTUM  OF  ESTATES. 


TroBteeof 
executory 
settlement 
may  appoint 
protector. 


Disclaimers 
and  appoint- 
ments must 
be  by  deed 
inrolled. 


During  a 
total  vacancy 
of  the  special 
protectors, 
the  general 
protector  may 
act. 


proteotor ;  and  may  insert  a  power  to  fill  up  vaoanoies  ooouiring 
by  death  or  retirement.  (Sect.  32.)  The  person  who  would 
otherwise  (as  owner  of  the  prior  estate)  be  the  protector,  may  be 
one  of  such  persons.  (Ibid,)  Any  person  or  persons  who  may 
be  appointed  under  such  a  power  of  filling  up  vacancies,  jointly 
with  any  person  continuing  in  the  office  of  protector,  seem 
together  to  constitute  the  protector.     (Ibid.) 

If  a  settlor  directs  a  settlement  to  be  made  instead  of  making 
it,  the  trustee  upon  whom  devolves  the  duty  of  making  the 
settlement  is  the  settlor  for  the  purposes  of  sect.  32  of  the  Act ; 
and  the  court  will  not,  without  good  reason,  interfere  with  his 
discretion  to  appoint  a  protector.  {Per  Shadwell,  V.-C,  Bankes 
V.  Le  Despencevy  11  Sim.  508,  at  p.  527.) 

A  person  so  appointed  may  relinquish  the  office  by  deed 
inrolled  in  chancery  within  six  calendar  months  after  its  execu- 
tion. (Sect.  32.)  During  a  partial  vacancy  the  survivors  may 
act.  {Bell  V.  Holtbyy  L.  E.  15  Eq.  178.)  New  appointments 
under  the  power  must  likewise  be  made  by  deed  inrolled. 
(Sect.  32.) 

If  a  total  vacancy  of  the  persons  so  appointed  shall  take  place 
by  death  or  relinquishment,  the  person  who  would  otherwise  be 
protector,  may,  during  such  vacancy,  act  as  sole  protector,  imless 
the  settlor  shall  otherwise  direct.  (Sect.  82.  And  see  Clarke 
V.  Chamberlin^  16  Oh.  D.  176.) 


Where  settlor 
excludes  the 
general  pro- 
tector and 
appoints  no 
substitute. 


Married 
woman  pro- 
teotor. 


If  the  settlor  declares  in  the  settlement  that  the  person  who, 
as  owner  of  a  prior  estate,  would  be  entitled  to  be  protector,  shall 
not  be  protector,  but  omits  to  appoint  any  person  to  be  protector 
in  his  stead,  then  the  Court  of  Chancery  (now  the  Chancery 
Division)  is  the  protector,  as  to  the  lands  in  which  such  estate  is 
subsisting  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  estate.     (Sect.  33.) 

As  to  the  transfer  of  jurisdiction,  see  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  66, 
ss.  16,  34. 

Husband  and  wife  jointly  are  the  protector,  in  respect  of  an 
estate  which  would  have  qualified  the  wife,  if  sole ;  unless  it  is 
settled,  or  agreed  or  directed  to  be  settled,  by  the  settlement, 
to  her  separate  use,  in  which  case  she  alone  is  the  protector. 
(Sect.  24.) 

The  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882,  does  not  seem 
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to  make  the  oonoturence  of  the  husband  as  protector  mmeoes- 
sary,  in  any  ease  in  which  it  would  have  been  necessary  if  that 
Act  had  not  been  passed ;  because  the  only  cases  specified  in 
the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act,  s.  24,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  husband  is  not  required,  in  respect  of  a  prior  estate  which 
would  have  qualified  the  wife,  if  single,  to  be  the  protector,  are 
cases  in  which  the  prior  estate  is  by  the  settlement  either  settled, 
or  agreed  or  directed  to  be  settled,  to  her  separate  use.  But  the 
question  does  not  appear  to  have  been  foreseen,  and  it  must  be 
answered  with  some  caution. 

The  concurrence  of  a  husband  who  is  under  disability  or  living  Husband's 
apart  from  his  wife,  may  be  dispensed  with  by  an  order  of  the  h^^^^^^ 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  (now  the  Queen's  Bench  Divirion)  ^^1^"^*^ 
unless  the  Lord  Chancellor,  or  the  Court  in  Lunacy,  is  protector 
of  the  settlement  in  lieu  of  the  husband.     (Sect.  91.) 

As  to  the  transfer  of  jurisdiction,  see  36  &  37  Vict.  o.  66, 
86.  16,  34 ;  and  the  Order  in  Council,  dated  16th  December, 
1880,  for  the  consolidation  and  union  of  certain  Divisions  of  the 
High  Court  of  Justice. 

Special  provision  is  also  made  for  the  following  cases  of  Special  cases 

,.     .....  of  disafaility. 

disabinty : — 

(1)  If   the  protector  is  a  lunatic,  an  idiot^  or  a  person  of  Lunatic. 

unsound  mind,  the  Court  in  Limacy  is  protector  in  his 
stead.  (Sect.  33.  And  see,  as  to  the  jurisdiction,  15 
&  16  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  15 ;  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  13.)  11 
one  protector  out  of  several  becomes  incapable,  it  is  at 
least  questionable  whether  the  Court  can  act  in  lieu 
of  such  person  without  the  concurrence  of  the  others. 
{Bankes  v.  Le  Despencer^  11  Sim.  508,  at  p.  528.) 

(2)  If  any  person — 

(i)  being  protector,  is  convicted   of  treason  or  Traitor  or 

•  1  felon. 

felony;  or 

(ii)  not  being  the  owner  of  a  prior  estate,  is  When  special 
protector  (that  is,  has  been  appointed  protector  by  S?ant;  '^"* 
the  settlor,  imder  sect.  32)  and  is  an  infant;  or 

(iii)  if  it  is  uncertain  whether  any  such  last-  orhisexist- 
mentioned  person  is  living  or  dead :  then  nnoertain. 

the  Court  of  Chancery  is  protector  in  such  person's 

u2 
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stead.  (Sect.  33.)  Though  the  case  of  a  person  oon« 
yioted  of  treason  or  felony  is  only  referred  to  in  the 
section,  and  no  express  provision  is  made  to  meet  it,  the 
section  extends  to  such  cases.  {Re  Waineicright,  1  Fhill. 
268 ;  Re  Gravenar,  1  De  (J.  &  Sm.  700.) 


Where  the 
prior  estate 
has  been 
assigned,  or 
mortgaged, 
before  31st 
Deo.  1833. 


The  Act  giTes 
no  fresh 
power  to  de- 
stroy charges 
and  convey- 
ances of 
remainders 
and  rever- 
sions in  fee, 
made  before 
Sist  Deo. 
1833. 


An  assignment,  or  mortgage,  of  a  prior  estate  made  before 
3l8t  December,  1833,  will  make  the  assignee,  or  mortgagee, 
protector,  if  and  so  long  as  it  makes  him  the  proper  person, 
if  this  Act  had  not  been  passed,  to  have  made  the  tenant  to  the 
prceeipe  for  suffering  a  common  recovery.     (See  sect.  29.) 

The  ^'  proper  person "  here  contemplated  is,  in  general,  the 
person  actually  seised  of  the  immediate  freehold ;  but,  in  cases 
where  the  lands  are  held  by  a  lessee  for  lives  at  a  rent,  the 
**  proper  person  "  seems  to  be  either  the  person  actually  seised 
of  the  immediate  freehold,  or  (until  after  the  repeal,  in  1867,  of 
the  next-cited  statute)  the  person  who,  by  14  Geo.  2,  c.  20,  s.  2, 
was  enabled,  in  such  cases,  to  make  a  substituted  tenant  to  the 
prceeipe.     ( Vide  suprUj  p.  282.) 

If  the  owner  of  a  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple  upon  a 
fee  tail,  has  charged  or  conveyed  away  such  remainder  or  rever- 
sion before  Slst  December,  1833,  and  is  the  person  who  would, 
by  the  preceding  rules,  be  the  protector  of  the  settlement,  and 
would  be  enabled  to  concur  as  such  protector  in  barring  such 
remainder  or  reversion,  but  could  not  have  effected  the  same 
end  without  having  become  such  protector,  then  the  person  who, 
if  the  Act  had  not  been  passed,  would  be  the  proper  person  to 
have  made  a  tenant  to  the  prceeipe^  is  the  protector  of  the  settle- 
ment.    (Sect.  30.) 

But  for  this  provision,  it  might  have  happened,  that  incum- 
brances of  remainders  and  reversions  upon  an  estate  tail,  would 
have  been  prejudicially  affected  by  the  barring  of  the  estate  tail, 
together  with  the  remainders  and  reversions,  under  the  Act, 
imder  circumstances  in  which  they  would  not  have  been  affected 
if  the  Act  had  not  been  passed. 


fiaietmstee,        Under  a  settlement  made  before  the  passing  of  the  Act, 
^t  made^'    namely,  28th  August,  1833,  a  bare  trustee  is  protector  if  and 
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BO  long  as  he  would  have  been  the  proper  person,  if  the  Act  before  28th 

_  ,        A-UflruBti  1833* 

had   not   been   passed,  to  maJke  the  tenant  to  the  prcBcipe, 
(Sect.  31.) 
The  obscure  phrase  "  bare  trustee  "  was  probably  meant  to  Meaning  of 

.-...,  i'l  ••!•  ^^*  trustee. 

refer  only  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  m  cases 
where  the  preceding  tenant  for  life  under  the  settlement  took 
only  a  term  of  years  without  impeachment  of  waste,  determin- 
able upon  the  dropping  of  his  own  life.  In  such  a  case  the 
immediate  freehold  would  be  in  the  trustees,  and  they  would, 
in  general,  have  been  the  proper  persons,  if  the  Fines  and 
Beooveries  Act  had  not  been  passed,  to  make  the  tenant  to  the 
prcBcipe  for  suffering  a  common  recovery. 

The  same  phrase  is  also  f oimd  in  the  Charitable  Trusts  Act, 
1853,  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  137,  s.  50,  the  Vendor  and  Purchaser 
Act,  1874,  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  5,  and  the  Land  Transfer 
Act,  1875,  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  48,  where  its  meaning  is 
scarcely  elucidated  by  the  dicta  contained  in  the  cases  of  Christie 
V.  Ovinffton,  1  Ch.  D.  279,  and  Morgan  v.  Swansea  Urban  Sanitary 
Authority,  9  Ch.  D.  582. 


Assurances  not  operating  under  the  Act,  and  Assurances  by  xcay  of 

Mortgage. 

No  disposition  made  under  the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act  by 
a  tenant  in  tail  (except  a  lease  for  not  more  than  tweniy-one 
years,  to  commence  in  possession  or  within  twelve  months  from 
the  date,  at  a  rent  not  less  than  five-sixths  of  a  rack-rent)  has 
any  operation  imder  the  Act,  unless  it  is  inroUed  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery  (now  the  Chancery  Division)  within  six  months 
after  its  execution.     (Sect.  41.) 

It  follows  that  the  operation  of  any  assurance  by  tenant  in 
tail,  wanting  inrolment,  remains  the  same  now  as  it  would  have 
been  before  the  Act. 

It  is  now  dearly  settled  that  by  such  conveyance,  if  purport-  A«urances 
ing  to  convey  the  whole  estate  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  the  assign  effedTun^ 
takes  a  base  fee,  liable  to  be  determined,  after  the  death  of  the  *^®  Act  create 

a  YOidable 

tenant  in  tail,  by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in  taiL    {Machil  v.  Clark^  Uae  fee. 
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Aflsuraaoes 
by  way  of 
mortgage. 


2  SaJk.  619,  Ld.  Baym.  778,  7  Mod.  18,  overruling  Took  v. 
Glascock,  1  Wms.  Saund.  260.  See  also  Goodnght  v.  Mead^  3 
Burr.  1703;  Doe  v.  Eivera,  7  T,  E.  276 ;  Doe  v,  Wliichelo,  8  T. 
R.  211.)  The  words  in  litt.  sects.  613,  660,  which  seem  to 
import  that  the  assign  takes  an  estate  pur  autre  tie  only,  must 
be  imderstood  to  mean,  that  his  estate  is  liable  to  be  determined 
upon  an  event  which-  would  ipso  facto  determine  an  estate  pur 
autre  vie.  (See  3  Rep.  84  b ;  Stone  v.  Nevuman,  Oro.  Oar.  427, 
at  p.  429.) 

That  the  estate  of  the  assign  is  of  inheritance,  is  proved  by 
the  fact  that  his  wife  was  entitled  to  dower  out  of  it,  during  its 
continuance;  that  is  to  say,  until  the  base  fee  was  in  fact 
defeated  by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail.  (3  Rep.  84  b ;  10 
Rep.  96  a.) 

A  defeasible  base  fee,  created  in  manner  aforesaid,  by  means 
of  lease  and  release,  might  be  confirmed  by  a  fine  levied  by  the 
releasor  after  the  death  of  the  releasee.  (Doe  v.  JFhichelo^ 
8  T.  R.  211.  See  also,  as  to  a  recovery,  Stapilton  v.  StapiUon, 
1  Atk.  2 ;  though  the  question  rather  referred  to  the  validity 
of  a  covenant  to  suffer  a  recovery  than  to  the  effect  of  the 
recovery  if  suffered.) 

There  was  a  strong  disposition  on  the  part  of  courts  of  equity 
to  restrict  the  effect  of  any  assurance  made  by  way  of  mortgage, 
to  the  purposes  of  the  security,  and  not  to  permit  it  to  have  any 
effect  upon  the  rights  of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  equity  of 
redemption,  unless  there  was  very  clear  evidence  of  an  intention 
to  affect  those  rights.*  The  question,  therefore,  was  always 
liable  to  arise,  when  a  tenant  in  tail  was  a  party  to  a  mortgage, 
whether  the  legal  estate  conveyed  by  the  mortgage  deed  should 
be  deemed  to  be  on  foot  for  all  purposes,  or  whether,  upon  the 
redemption  of  the  mortgage,  the  estate  tail  should  be  deemed  to 
be  revived  in  equity.  In  order  to  prevent  these  questions  from 
arising,  sect.  21  of  the  Act  provides,  in  effect,  that  if  the  estate 
conveyed  by  the  mortgage  deed  is  an  estate  pur  autre  me,  or  a 
term  of  years,  or  where  a  mere  charge  is  created  without  any 
estate  to  support  it,  such  estate  or  charge  shall  in  equity  take 


*  Many  of  the  cafles  upon  this  subject  are  cited  in  Flomley  y.  FtUoHf  14  App. 
Gas.  61. 
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effect  only  for  the  purposes  of  the  mortgage,  hut  that,  in  any 
other  case,  the  estate  oreated  hy  the  mortgage  deed  shall  take 
effect  for  all  purposes  whatsoever,  and  notwithstanding  that  a 
contrary  intention  may  he  expressed  or  implied  in  the  deed. 


Modem  Statutory  Powers, 

There  is  no  douht  that  a  tenant  in  tail,  whether  legal  or  The  Sefctiled 
equitable,  has  power,  hy  virtue  of  sect.  46  of  the  Settled  Estates 
Act,  1877,  to  make  such  leases  of  the  settled  land  as  are  therein 
specified.  But  that  enactment  confers  upon  a  legal  tenant  in 
tail  no  power  which  he  might  not  exercise  hy  virtue  of  the 
Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  without  being  fettered  by  the  restric- 
tions imposed  by  the  Settled  Estates  Act.  These  restrictions 
were  designed  with  a  view  to  leases  granted  by  the  other  persons 
having  less  estates  than  a  tenant  in  tail,  who  are  empowered  to 
grant  leases  by  the  same  enactment. 

A  tenant  in  tail,  when  his  estate  is  in  possession,  has  the  The  Settled 
powers  conferred  upon  a  tenant  for  life  under  a  settlement  by  1882.  ' 
the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882.  This  provision  includes  a  tenant 
in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct ;  also  a  tenant  in  tail 
who  is  restrained  by  statute  from  barring  his  estate  tail,  and 
although  the  reversion  is  in  the  crown,  but  not  a  tenant  in  taQ 
so  restrained  in  respect  of  land  purchased  with  money  provided 
by  parliament  in  consideration  of  public  services.  (See  sect.  68, 
sub-s.  1,  i,  and  vii,  of  the  Act.)* 


*  These  statutory  powers  are  in  praoUoe  exercised  only  by  tenants  in  tail  who, 
by  reason  of  special  oiroiimstances,  are  prednded  from  barring  the  entail,  and 
by  tmstees  and  committees  on  behalf  of  tenants  in  tail  who  are  infants  or 
Innatlos. 

The  special  oiroomstanoes  which  might  preolnde  a  tenant  in  tail  from  exercis- 
ing the  power  to  bar  the  entail  oonf erred  by  the  Fines  and  BeooTeries  Act,  are 
in  practice  twofold. 

(1)  Many  estates  have  been  settled  by  prirate  Acts  of  Parliament,  in  which  is 
inserted  a  daase  prohibiting  the  tenant  in  tail  for  the  time  being  from 
barring  the  entail ; 


i 
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A  list  of  the  last-mentioned  powers  will  be  found  at  the  dose 
of  Chapter  XXTTT,,  infra. 

Although  these  powers  oomprise  a  power  of  sale,  and  the 
tenant  in  tail  may,  by  virtue  of  sect.  20  of  the  Act,  execute 
afisuranoes  which  are  effectual  to  pass  to  a  purchaser  the  land 
discharged  from  all  the  limitations,  powers,  and  provisions  of 
the  settlement,  and  from  all  estates,  interests,  and  charges  sub- 
sisting or  to  arise  thereunder,  it  must  not  be  supposed  that  the 
provisions  of  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  in  any  degree  render 
.  superfluous  or  obsolete  the  provisions  of  the  Fines  and  Be- 
coveries  Act.  Assurances  executed  by  a  tenant  in  tail  by  virtue 
of  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  have  no  operation  to  bar  the 
entail,  so  far  as  the  benefit  of  ownership  conferred  by  it  is 
concerned ;  but  only  transfer  its  operation,  by  virtue  of  sect.  22, 
to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  and  the  investments  representing  the 
same. 


(2)  When  the  remainder  or  reyersion  upon  an  estate  tail  was  Tested  in  the 

crown,  a  reooTery  suffered  by  the  tenant  in  tail  would  not,  at  the  oom- 

mon  law,  have  bazred  the  crown's  estate ;  and  by  the  Act  to  embar 

feigned  recoveries,  34  Hen.  8,  o.  20,  such  recoveries  were  made  void 

also  as  against  the  heirs  in  tail. 

It  was  at  one  time  a  not  imoommon  practice  for  tenants  in  fee  simple  to 

surrender  their  lands  to  the  crown  and  to  take  back  only  an  estate  tail,  the 

reversion    in   fee  simple  remaining  in  the  crown.     The  law  distinguished 

between  these  cases,  in  which  the  reversion  came  to  the  crown  practically  by  the 

disposition  of  a  settlor,  and  cases  in  which  the  reversion  remained  in  the  crown 

by  reason  of  a  bwidjide  grant  of  a  fee  tail  de  novo  by  the  crown ;  and  cases  of  the 

latter  class  only,  which  are  presumed  by  the  law  to  be  intended  as  a  reward  for 

public  services,  were  held  to  be  within  the  Act  to  embar  feigned  recoveries. 

(Co.  Litt.  372  b,  373  a.)    And  if  a  reversion  came  back  to  the  crown  after 

having  once  been  severed,  it  was  no  longer  within  the  protection  of  the  Act. 

{Earl  of  Chesterjield'a  Case,  Hard.  409.) 

The  Act  did  not  extend  to  Ireland.  (Lord  Nott.  MSS.  cited  Butl.  n.  3  on 
Go.  Ldtt.  372  b.)  Therefore,  in  Ireland  base  fees  upon  which  the  reversion  is  in 
the  crown  are  much  more  common  than  in  England. 
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CHAPTER  XXII. 


BASE  FEES. 


The  earliest  (not  to  say  the  only)  attempt  to  define  the  term  The  ^eral 
base  fee  with  which  the  present  writer  is  acquainted,  is  that  a  base  fee. 
given  by  Plowden;*  and  his  definition  is  substantially  as 
follows: — ^A  base  fee  is  a  fee  descendible  to  the  heirs  general, 
upon  which  subsists  a  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple. 
Here  the  descent  to  the  heirs  general  distinguishes  it  from  a  fee 
tail,  where  the  descent  is  to  the  heirs  of  the  body ;  and  the 
existence  in  expectancy  upon  it  of  a  remainder  or  reversion, 
distinguishes  it  from  all  other  fees  that  descend  to  the  heirs 
general. 

The  conditions  laid  down  by  this  definition  can  only  be  ful- 
filled t  by  the  conversion  of  a  fee  tail  into  a  fee  descendible  to 
the  heirs  general,  by  some  method  which  does  not  destroy  the 
remainder  or  reversion  previously  subsisting  upon  the  fee  tail. 
For  no  fee  descendible  to  the  heirs  general  which  arises  by  mere 
limitation,  can  have  subsisting  upon  it  any  remainder  or  rever- 
sion.    (Go.  Litt.  18  a.) 

From  these  considerations  it  f oUows  that  a  base  fee  is  either — 
(1)  The  estate  taken  by  the  grantee,  under  any  assurance  by 
a  tenant  in  tail  which  is  effectual  to  bar  the  issue  in  tail 
(or,  at  least  to  put  the  issue  in  tail,  even  after  his  right 
has  accrued  in  possession,  to  a  right  of  entry),  but  is 
ineffectual  to  bar  the  remainders  (if  any)  or  reversion 
expectant  upon  the  estate  tail ;  or 


•  «  A  thud  ertate  in  fee  may  be  ealled  a  base  fee,  and  that  la,  where  A.  has  a 
good  and  abeolnte  estate  of  fee  simple  in  land,  and  B.  has  another  estate  of  fee 
in  the  same  land,  which  shall  desoend  from  heir  to  heir,  bnt  which  is  base  in 
respect  of  the  fee  of  A.,  as  being  yonnger  than  the  fee  of  A.,  and  not  of  absolnte 
peEpetoity  as  the  fee  of  A.  is."  Plowd.  657.  He  proceeds  to  specify  the  case 
of  a  tenant  in  tail  attainted  of  high  treason. 

t  IFnless  the  case  mentioned  at  p.  306,  «f|/ni,  with  reference  to  sect.  66  of  the 
ConTejandng  Act  of  1881,  is  an  exception  to  the  mle. 
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(2)  When  an  estate  tail  is  barred  to  the  same  extent, 
but  by  the  mere  operation  of  law  without  the  execution 
of  any  assuranoe,  a  base  fee  is  the  estate  taken  by  the 
person  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  legal  bar. 

It  is  believed  that  the  following  attempt  is  the  first  ever  made 
to  give  a  complete  list  of  the  methods  by  which  a  base  fee  may 
now  arise,  or  might  f onnerly  have  arisen : — 

List  of  Base  Fees. 

(1)  Before  the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act  a  base  fee  in  lands 
might  have  arisen  by  the  operation  of  a  fine  with  pro- 
damationsy  levied  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  who  was  not  also 
entitled  to  the  remainder,  or  reversion,  in  fee  simple 
expectant  on  the  estate  tail. 

The  operation  of  the  fine  barred  not  only  the  issue  of 
the  person  by  whom  it  was  levied,  but  all  issue  inherit- 
able under  the  entail.     (1  Frest.  Est.  437,  438.) 

(2)  A  base  fee  in  lands  may  now,  under  the  Fines  and 

Becoveries  Act,  arise  by  the  operation  of  an  assurance 
made  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  which  is  insufficient  to  bar  the 
estates  subsequent  to  the  estate  tail,  but  is  sufficient  to 
bar  the  issue  in  tail.*     ( Vide  suprUy  pp.  287,  288.) 

(3)  Closely  analogous  to  the  foregoing,  are  base  fees  created 
by  statutory  assurances  executed  by  the  commissioners 
in  bankruptcy  with  regard  to  the  property  of  bankrupt 
tenants  in  tail. 

*  It  is  conoeiTed  that  if  the  tenant  in  tail  has  power  to  bar  not  only  the  estate 
tail,  but  also  the  snbsequent  estates — that  is,  if  there  is  no  protector,  or  if  the 
tenant  in  tail  is  entitled  to  the  immediate  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple — 
then  he  is  unable  to  create  a  base  fee.  The  base  fee  is  created,  bj  operation  of 
law,  whenever  the  tenant  in  tail  purports  to  convey  a  fee  simple,  but,  by  reason 
of  the  law,  the  assurance  is  void  except  as  against  the  issue  in  taiL  A  tenant 
in  tail,  having  absolute  power  as  above  mentioned,  cannot  adopt  this  device, 
because  the  assurance  would  effectually  convey  a  fee  simple ;  and  if  he  should 
convey  to  the  use  of  another  person  and  his  heirs,  so  long  as  the  tenant  in  tail 
should  have  heirs  of  his  body,  this  would  not  be  a  base  fee,  but  a  deteiminabla 
fee.    On  the  distinction  between  these  two  estates,  vide  infra,  p.  302. 


BASE  FEES. 

By  virtue  of  21  Jao.  1,  o.  19,  s.  12,  a  bargain  and 
sale,  by  deed  indented  and  inroUed  within  six  months  in 
one  of  the  superior  courts  at  Westminster,  executed  by 
the  commissioners,  or  the  majority  of  them,  of  any  real 
estate  of  which  any  bankrupt  was  seised  for  an  estate 
tail,  in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder,  would  have 
barred  all  claims  to  the  same  extent  as  the  bankrupt 
might  have  barred  them.  Therefore  in  cases  where  the 
bankrupt  might  have  conveyed  a  fee  simple,  such  bargain 
and  sale  would  convey  a  fee  simple.  But  where  he  could 
have  barred  the  estate  tail,  without  having  power  to  bar 
the  remainders  and  reversion,  such  bargain  and  sale 
would  create  a  base  fee.  (1  Brest.  Abst.  172 — 174.) 
Before  this  Act  there  wba  no  power  to  make  intailed 
property  available  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  further 
than  for  the  life  of  the  bankrupt. 

This  enactment  was  repealed  by  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  1 ; 
but  a  similar  provision  was  made  by  sect.  65  of  the  last- 
cited  Act,  which  was  repealed  by  the  Fines  and  Be- 
coveries  Act,  s.  65,  provision  being  made,  in  sects.  56 — 
73,  for  the  extension  of  the  powers  given  by  the  last- 
mentioned  Act  to  cases  of  bankruptcy.  Those  sections 
are  incorporated  into  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883,  by 
sect.  56,  sub-s.  (5)  thereof. 

(4)  Although  a  rentcharge  is  not  a  subject  of  tenure,  and 
therefore  is  not  a  tenement  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the 
word,  yet  for  some  purposes  it  is  in  law  accounted  a 
tenement;  and  a  rentcharge  which  is  already  in  esse 
under  a  limitation  in  fee  simple,  is  a  tenement  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  De  Bonis,  and  admits  of 
being  intailed  by  virtue  of  that  statute.  A  tenant  in 
tail  of  a  rentcharge  under  such  an  entail  might  formerly, 
by  suffering  a  common  recovery,  have  obtained  a  fee 
simple  of  the  rentcharge,  in  all  cases  in  which,  if  the 
estate  tail  had  been  an  estate  in  lands,  he  might  have 
obtained  a  fee  simple  of  the  lands.  But  a  tenant  in  tail 
of  a  rentcharge  may  also  be  made  de  novo  upon  the  limi- 
tation of  the  rent  itself,  and  without  the  creation  of  any 
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remainder  over  in  fee  simple.  Suoh  a  tenant  in  tail 
stands  in  a  different  position  from  that  of  a  tenant  in 
tail  subsisting  under  an  entail  of  a  rentoharge  which  was 
in  ease  as  a  fee  simple  before  the  making  of  the  entail. 
By  sufiering  a  oommon  reooyery,  he  did  not  acquire  a 
fee  simple,  but  only  barred  the  issue  inheritable  under 
the  entail ;  that  is  to  say,  he  acquired  a  base  fee ;  and, 
upon  a  failure  of  issue  so  inheritable,  the  rent  became 
extinguished  in  the  land.  (Butl.  n.  2  on  Co.  Litt.  298  a ; 
1  Prest.  Conv.  3.) 

(5)  It  is  conceived  that,  at  the  present  day,  any  disentailing 

assurance  executed  by  a  tenant  in  tail  of  a  rentcharge 
created  de  novo  as  above  mentioned,  which  purports  to 
create  a  fee  simple,  would  create  a  base  fee. 

(6)  At  the  common  law,  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  to  embar 

feigned  recoveries,  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  20,  a  base  fee  in 
lands  might  have  arisen  by  the  operation  of  a  oommon 
recovery  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  when  the  remainder, 
or  reversion,  in  fee  simple  expectant  on  the  estate  tail, 
was  vested  in  the  crown.  Under  such  circumstances  the 
recovery  would  have  barred  the  issue  in  tail,  but  not  the 
crown,  by  reason  of  the  crown's  prerogative.     (Dy.  32  a, 

pi.  1.) 

The  last-mentioned  Act  enacted,  that  such  a  recovery 
should  not  bind  the  heirs  in  tail,  nor  can  such  tenants  in 
tail  now  make  any  disposition  under  the  Fines  and 
Becoveries  Act.  (Eor  some  remarks  upon  this  Act,  vide 
supray  p.  296,  note.) 

(7)  During  the  interval  which  elapsed  between  the  26  Hen. 

8,  c.  13,  whereby  fees  tail  were  made  liable  to  forfeiture 
for  high  treason,  and  the  33  &  34  Yict.  c.  23,  whereby 
forfeiture  W6»  abolished,  a  base  fee  in  lands  would  have 
arisen,  in  favour  of  the  crown,  upon  the  attainder  of  a 
tenant  in  tail  for  high  treason,  which  endured  so  long  as 
there  was  in  existence  either  the  donee  in  tail  or  any 
issue  capable  of   having    inherited   under   the  entail. 
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{Wakingham^s  CasBy  Plowd.  547,  see  p.  657;  Stone  v. 
NetomaUj  Cro.  Oar.  427.) 

(8)  Before  the  extinotion  of  villenage,  if  lands  had  been  given 
in  fee  tail  to  a  villein,  the  lord  of  the  villein  would  have 
acquired,  by  entry  upon  the  lands,  a  base  fee  contermi- 
nous with  what  would  have  been  the  duration  of  the  fee 
tail  if  it  had  remained  in  the  villein  and  his  heirs  in- 
heritable under  the  entail.  (Co.  litt.  18  a.)  If  the 
lord  had  subsequently  enfranchised  the  villein,  the 
enfranchisement  would  not  have  affected  the  duration 
of  the  base  fee.     {Ibid,  117  a.) 

(9)  Similarly  if,  before  the  Naturalization  Act,  1870,  33 

Vict.  0.  14,  s.  2,  lands  had  been  given  in  fee  tail  to  an 
alien,  and  had  been  seized  on  the  part  of  the  crown  after 
office  found,  a  base  fee  would  have  been  vested  in  the 
crown.  If  the  alien  had  subsequently  been  made  a 
denizen,  this  would  not  have  affected  the  duration  of  the 
base  fee.     (Co.  litt.  117  a.) 

The  last-mentioned  Act  enacts,  that  real  and  personal 
property  of  every  description  may  be  taken,  acquired, 
held,  and  disposed  of  by  an  aHen  in  the  same  manner  in 
all  respects  as  by  a  natural-bom  subject. 

This  kind  of  estate,  therefore,  endures  so  long  only  as  there  is 
in  existence  either  the  donee  in  tail  or  any  issue  inheritable  by 
force  of  the  entail. 

It  has  also  been  suggested  (Plowd.  557)  that,  under  certain 
circumstances,  a  base  fee  might  arise — 

(10)  When  the  issue  in  tail  was  outlawed  for  felony,  and  in 
the  lifetime  of  his  ancestor  obtained  a  pardon.  The 
result  would  of  course  be  the  same  upon  an  attainder  by 
judgment.  In  such  a  case  it  has  been  suggested  that 
the  heir  of  the  donor  could  not  enter,  because  there  was 
still  living  issue  of  the  donee ;  and  the  issue  could  not 
lawfully  enter  under  the  entail,  for  want  of  inheritable 
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blood,  which  was  not  restored  by  the  pardon.  In  the 
oafle  referred  to  by  Flowden,  the  issue  entered;  and 
some  thought  that  he  had  gained  by  his  entry  a  base  fee 
conterminous  with  the  entail,  but  others  thought  that  he 
had  gained  only  an  estate  for  his  own  life. 

Base  fees  of  any  of  the  kinds  above  described  are  not  properly 
said  to  be  liable  to  be  determined, — ^which  phrase  properly  refers 
to  the  voluntary  assertion  of  a  hostile  claim, — though  they  are 
determinable  upon  the  happening  of  the  event  which  would 
have  determined  the  estate  tail  in  which  they  had  their  origin. 
There  exists  one  other  spedes  of  base  fee,  which  is  not  only 
determinable  in  the  latter  sense,  but  is,  in  the  proper  sense  of 
the  phrase,  liable  to  be  determined : — 

(11)  Any  assurance  made  by  a  tenant  in  tail  which  purports 
to  convey  his  whole  estate,  but  is  not  effectual  to  bar  the 
issue  in  tail  of  their  right,  will  create  a  base  fee  liable  to 
be  determined  by  the  entry  of  the  issue  in  tail  after  the 
death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  who  made  the  assurance. 
( Vide  mprUy  p.  293.) 

Betenninable  An  estate  of  the  like  duration  with  a  base  fee  may  arise  as  a 

minouB  with  determinable  fee,  by  an  express  b'mitation  to  A  and  his  heirs  so 

^^^^  ^®®*  long  as  B  shall  have  heirs  of  his  body.     ( Vide  mpra^  p.  229, 

A  doubt  No.  9.)     But  it  may  be  doubted  whether,  if  B  is  livinir  at  the 

sug'g'ested.  ....  .  . 

date  of  the  limitation,  it  can  take  effect  in  possession  until  the 
death  of  B;  because.  Nemo  est  herea  viventis.  If  this  view 
is  well  founded,  such  a  limitation  during  the  life  of  B  must 
be  by  way  either  of  executory  limitation  or  of  contingent 
remainder. 
DiBcnsaion  of  The  authorities  do  not  lend  much  coimtenance  to  this  view. 
The  language  of  the  "  apprentice  of  the  Middle  Temple  "  in 
Plowden,  who  was  probably  Plowden  himself,  implies,  if  it  is  to 
be  construed  strictly,  that  an  estate  in  possession  might  be 
created  under  such  a  limitation  during  the  life  of  B.  He  lays 
it  down  that,  ^'  if  land  is  given  to  a  man  and  to  his  heirs,  as 
long  as  J.  S.  shall  have  heirs  of  his  body,  then  he  to  whom  the 
land  is  given  has  a  fee  simple,  but  his  estate  is  determinable 
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upon  the  death  of  J.  S.  without  issue,  for  then  the  fee  is  ended, 
and  the  feoffor  shall  have  the  land  again,^^  (Plowd.  557.)  This 
language  seems  to  suppose  J.  S.  to  be  living  at  the  date  of  the 
limitation ;  and  if  the  determinable  fee  had  been  granted  by 
way  of  oontingent  remainder,  it  is  not  true  that  the  feoffor 
would  neoessarily  have  ''  had  the  land "  upon  the  death  of 
J.  S.  without  issue;  because  this  event  might  possibly  have 
happened  during  the  continuance  of  the  precedent  estate. 
Therefore  Flowden's  language  seems  to  imply  that,  in  his 
opinion,  such  a  limitation,  though  in  possession,  made  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  person  whose  heirs  are  mentioned,  would, 
be  good. 

It  is  possible  that  Flowden's  attention  was  not  directed  to  the 
point.  But  the  same  assumption  seems  also  to  have  been  made 
by  Watkins,  in  his  work  on  Descents,  at  p.  211 ;  where  he  dis- 
cusses a  different  question ;  namely,  whether  the  fee  (which  he 
loosely  styles  a  base  fee)  would  determine  absolutely  by  the 
death  of  B  without  issue  born  but  leaving  his  wife  enceinte^  or 
whether  a  subsequent  birth  of  issue  would  revive  it  as  against 
the  person  entitled  in  reverter.  Here  also,  as  in  Flowden's  case, 
it  is  not  absolutely  certain  that  Watkins'  attention  was  directed 
to  the  point ;  but  the  inference  in  favour  of  this  view  is  much 
stronger,  by  reason  both  of  the  greater  clearness  of  his  language 
and  of  the  more  direct  bearing  of  the  point  upon  the  question 
which  he  is  discussing.  The  other  authorities  seem  to  afford  no 
dear  inference. 

The  arg^ument  drawn  from  the  maxim,  Nemo  eat  heres  viventisj 
\h.o\if^pnrti&  facie  it  is  a  very  strong  one,  cannot  be  regarded  as 
conclusive ;  because,  in  the  limitation  of  conditional  fees,  the 
words  hein  of  the  body  were,  for  some  purposes,  used  to  denote 
the  issue  during  the  lifetime  of  the  ancestor.  In  so  far  as  they 
imported  a  quasi-condition,  the  condition  was  fulfilled  by  the 
birth  of  issue  during  the  ancestor's  lifetime :  a  usage  which 
bears  a  close  resemblance  to  the  use  of  the  words  in  the  limita- 
tion of  this  kind  of  determinable  fees.  At  the  same  time,  there 
seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  a  limitation  '^  to  A  and  the  heirs  of 
the  body  of  his  father,"  will,  if  the  father  is  living,  create  an 
estate  tail  by  way  of  contingent  remainder,  expectant  upon  an 
estate  for  life  in  A,  which  cannot  vest  until  the  father's  death ; 
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when  it  will  vest  in  the  person  who  at  that  time  can  bring  him* 
self  within  the  description,  ba  heir  to  the  body  of  the  father, 
and  he  will  take  as  tenant  in  tail  by  purchase.     (3  Frest.  Conv. 

77—79.) 

Merger.  At  the  common  law,  a  base  fee  would  merge  in  the  remainder 

or  reversion  in  fee  simple,  both  estates  being  vested  in  the  same 
person  without  the  existence  of  any  intermediate  estate.  (3 
Prest.  Conv.  240.)  Whence  it  followed  that  if  a  tenant  in  tail, 
having  also  an  immediate  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  simple, 
by  a  fine  vested  in  himself  a  base  fee,  the  latter  estate  was 
destroyed  by  merger,  and  all  incumbrances  affecting  the  re- 
mainder or  reversion  were  let  in.  They  were  technically  said 
to  be  accelerated.  But  a  purchaser  could  not,  under  the  old 
practice,  rely  upon  this  as  a  valid  objection  against  a  title  in 
fee  simple  depending  upon  a  fine  levied  by  a  tenant  in  tail, 
without  showing  that  the  reversion  was  in  fact  affected  by  some 
incumbrance.     (1  Prest.  Abst.  7.) 

By  virtue  of  the  Fines  and  Eecoveries  Act,  s.  39,  enlargement 
is  now,  in  the  case  of  a  base  fee,  substituted  in  lieu  of  merger. 
( Vide  supra,  p.  84.) 

On  the  It  will  be  observed  that  the  theory  of  base  fees,  as  outlined  in 

iDaaTfeee.  Plowden's  definition,  assumes  the  truth  of  the  proposition,  that 
when  a  base  fee  and  a  reversion  in  fee  simple  thereupon  subsist 
at  the  same  time  in  the  same  land,  (which  can  only  be  effected 
by  operation  of  law  and  not  by  mere  limitation  or  conveyance,) 
the  base  fee  descends  "  from  heir  to  heir" ;  which  language, 
since  there  is  nothing  to  suggest  special  heirs,  must  mean  that 
it  descends  to  the  heirs  general. 

Preston  has  remarked  that  when  an  estate  tail  W6»  turned  to 
a  base  fee  by  a  fine,  the  descent  of  the  base  fee  followed  the 
common  law,  descending  to  the  heir  general,  not  to  the  special 
heir.  (1  Prest.  Abst.  372 ;  ibid.  404.)  If  the  cases  cited  by 
him  {Beaurnonfs  Case,  9  Eep.  138,  2  Inst.  681,  and  Baker  v. 
Willis,  Oro.  Car.  476)  should  seem  hardly  to  establish  this  propo- 
sition, it  seems  nevertheless  to  follow  from  the  fundamental  rule, 
that  the  common  law  heir  can  be  displaced  only  by  means  of 
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special  limitations  referring  to  the  heirs  of  the  hodj  ;*  because, 
in  the  case  supposed,  no  such  limitation  existed.  The  same 
doctrine  seems  necessarily  to  apply  to  all  base  fees  which  arise 
without  express  limitation.  It  will  not  necessarily  apply  to 
base  fees  arising  by  express  limitation,  including  base  fees 
created  by  the  alienation  of  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  with* 
out  the  consent  of  the  protector  of  the  settlement  under  tiie 
Fines  and  Becoveries  Act,  ss.  15  and  34 ;  because  a  base  fee  so 
created  might  by  possibility  take  the  form  of  a  fee  tail  vested  in 
another  person.  But  limitations  in  this  form  do  not  occur  in 
practice;  and  perhaps  the  estate  arising  under  them  might 
with  greater  propriety  be  styled  a  fee  tail  derived  out  of  a  fee 
tail,  than  a  base  fee.  Such  a  secondary  fee  tail  would  of  course 
be  liable  to  be  determined  by  the  determination  of  the  primary 
fee  tail  out  of  which  it  was  derived. 

It  is  remarkable  that  the  question  of  the  descent  of  base  fees, 
arising  by  the  barring  of  fees  tail,  has  been  little  noticed.  It 
seems  to  have  been  tacitly  assumed,  without  the  necessity  for 
explicit  mention,  that  when  the  law,  whether  mediately  or 
immediately,  devests  a  fee  tail  by  barring  the  issue  in  tail,  the 
novel  fee  thus  created  will,  in  the  hands  of  the  person  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  bar,  follow  the  ordinary  course  of  descent 
prescribed  by  the  common  law,  namely,  to  the  heir  general,  t 

Sect.  65  of  the  Conveyancing*  Act  of  1881,  amended  by  Whether  a 
sect.  11  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1882,  enacts,  that  the  residue  beafwrimple 
of  any  such  long  term  of  years  as  is  therein  specified  may  be  *^»«>1»»*^« 
enlarged  into  a  fee  simple,  by  virtue  of  the  Act,  in  the  manner 
therein  prescribed.    It  is  perhaps  not  clear  what  will  become  of 


*  **  The  rule  of  the  oommon  law  is,  you  shall  not  make  a  person  heir,  or  giye 
him  the  character  or  the  rights  of  an  heir,  hj  a  special  limitation,  unless  he  be 
the  heir  by  the  rule  of  law.  The  statute  D€  Donis  gave  the  donor,  with  reference 
to  estates  tail,  the  power  of  making  special  heirs  inheritable  under  the  entail." 
(1  Prest.  Est.  475.) 

t  Compare  the  resolution  of  the  judg^,  that  the  tale  of  Man,  though  no  part 
of  the  kingdom,  yet,  being  granted  under  the  Great  Seal  of  England  to  Sir  John 
Stanley  and  his  heirs,  was  descendible  according  to  the  course  of  the  common 
law.     (Co.  Litt.  9a;  4  Inst.  284.) 

Impropriate  tithes  of  gavelkind  lands  do  not  descend  in  gavelkind,  but  by  the 
rules  of  the  oommon  law.    {Souffham  t.  Sandyt,  2  Sim.  95,  at  p.  154.) 
C.R.P.  X 
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the  reversion  upon  the  term  under  such  oiroumstanoes.  On  the 
one  hand,  two  fees  simple  oannot,  by  the  common  law,  subsist  at 
the  same  time  in  the  same  lands ;  whence  might  be  drawn  the 
inference,  that  the  reversion  is  absolutely  destroyed.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  that  a  reversion  in  fee 
cannot  be  expectant  upon  another  fee,  may  be  suspended  by 
force  of  a  statute,  and  it  has  in  fact  been  suspended  by  the 
statute  De  Bonis.  The  question  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
foreseen.  The  answer  which,  by  the  analogy  of  the  law,  it 
ought  to  receive,  is  doubtful ;  and  the  answer  which  it  will  in 
fact  receive  cannot  be  predicted  with  confidence.  If  the  rever- 
sion is  not  destroyed  by  the  enlargement,  the  fee  simple  ob- 
tained by  the  enlargement  will  subsist  as  a  base  fee.  No  other 
example  can  be  suggested  of  a  base  fee  which  is  a  fee  simple 
absolute.  This  fact  might  perhaps  be  thought  to  afford  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  holding  that  the  reversion  is  destroyed  by  the 
2«"ojfl  *o'  enlargement.  But  the  case  is  by  no  means  analogous  to  the 
tiye  oondla-  enlargement  of  a  base  fee  effected  by  sect.  39  of  the  Fines  and 
Becoveries  Act ;  because  in  the  case  of  a  long  term  it  is  expressly 
enacted  by  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881,  s.  66,  sub-s.  (4),  that 
the  fee  simple  acquired  by  enlargement  shall  be  subject  to  all 
the  same  covenants  and  provisions  relating  to  user  and  enjoyment 
as  the  term  would  have  been  subject  to  if  it  had  not  been  so 
enlarged.  It  is  possible  that,  in  the  view  of  its  framers,  this 
provision  was  intended  to  apply  only  to  covenants  and  pro- 
visions imposed  upon  the  term  subsequently  to  its  creation ;  and 
no  doubt  the  modes  in  which  such  long  terms  have  commonly 
arisen,  make  it  improbable  that  hitherto  such  covenants  and 
provisions  have  been  imposed  upon  them  at  the  time  of  their 
creation.  But  the  enactment  contains  nothing  thus  to  restrict 
its  meaning ;  which  cannot,  without  gratuitously  importing  into 
it  something  which  it  does  not  in  fact  contain,  be  made  to  exclude 
covenants  and  provisions  imposed  upon  a  long  term  at  the  time 
of  its  creation.  The  present  writer  has  been  informed  that,  in 
reliance  upon  these  considerations,  the  enactment  has  been  used 
by  some  conveyancers  as  a  device  whereby  to  annex  to  a  fee 
simple  certain  covenants  which  would  not  "  run  with  the  land  " 
at  the  common  law.  If  this  view  (which  seems  to  be  more  than 
plausible)  should  be  supported,  the  person  formerly  entitled  to 
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the  reversion,  and  his  heirs,  will  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
saoh  covenants ;  and  this  might  afford  a  reason  for  holding  that 
the  reversion  remains  still  on  foot,  notwithstanding  the  enlarge- 
ment of  the  term. 


Enlargement  ofBa^e  Fees. 
If  a  tenant  in  tail  created  a  base  fee  by  levying  a  fine,  he  At  the  oom- 

xnon  law. 

nevertheless  retained  the  power,  by  suffering  a  common  recovery, 
to  bar  the  remainders  and  reversion.*  (2  Frest.  Abst.  46.) 
The  present  writer  apprehends  that  the  effect  of  such  a  recovery 
was  to  enlarge  the  base  fee  into  as  great  an  estate  as  the  tenant 
in  tail  could,  before  the  fine,  have  obtained  by  a  recovery ;  that 
is,  in  general,  afeo simple.f 

Since  the  28th  August,  1833,  a  base  fee  has  ipso  facto  become  Under  the 
enlarged,  by  virtue  of  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  s.  39,  Becoveries 
whenever  the  base  fee,  and  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee  ^^' 
simple,  have  been  united  in  the  same  person,  without  any  inter- 
mediate estate.    The  estate  gained  by  the  enlargement  is  as 


*  In  Barton  v.  Zev^,  do.  Eliz.  388,  it  was  held  that  such  a  subsequent 
reooTerj,  when  the  fine  had  been  erroneous,  was  a  bar  to  a  writ  of  error  by  the 
issue  in  tail  to  reyerse  the  fine ;  and  the  reason  given  by  the  Ck>urt,  at  p.  389, 
was,  that  the  reoovery  would  have  baned  the  entaU  itself,  and  therefore  would 
bar  the  writ  of  error.  This  dootrine  seems  in  reason  to  be  equally  applicable  to 
the  remainders  and  reversion.  The  proposition  in  the  text  is  expressly  stated, 
though  formerly  doubted,  to  be  settled  law,  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Bobinton  v.* 
Oee,  1  Yes.  sen.  251,  at  p.  253 ;  and  Peame,  Poeth.  Works,  442,  makes  the  same, 
statement. 

t  Because  the  effect  of  a  recovery  was  to  enlarge  the  estate  tail,  or  rather,  to 
free  it  from  all  restriotionB :  not  to  substitute  for  it  the  ultimate  reversion  in  fee 
simple  which  existed  before  the  recovery ;  which  is  the  reason  why  it  let  in  all 
prior  incumbrances  made  by  the  tenant  in  tail.  And  as  the  tenant  in  tail  him- 
self and  all  the  issue  in  tail  were  for  ever  precluded  by  the  fine,  so  that  the 
recovery  could  not  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  tenant  in  tail  as  recoveree,  while  it 
precluded  all  subsequent  claimants,  the  result  seems  to  be,  that  the  title  under 
the  base  fee  became  for  ever  unimpeachable ;  which  is  the  same  thing  as  to  say, 
that  it  was  enlarged  into  a  fee  simple. 

Feame  seems  to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  in 
tail  who  had  himself  levied  the  fine,  the  issue  in  tail  oould  not  suffer  a  recovery. 
(Feame,  Potth.  Works,  442 — 466.)  But  he  admits  that  the  courts  would  be 
rerj  likely  to  deoide  in  favour  of  the  recovery. 

X2 
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large  an  estate  as  the  tenant  in  tail,  with  the  consent  of  the  pro- 
tector, if  any,  might  have  created  by  any  disposition  nnder  the 
Act,  if  such  remainder  or  reversion  had  been  vested  in  any  other 
person  ;  that  is,  in  general,  a  fee  simple. 

When  a  base  fee  has  been  created  by  a  disposition  under  the 
Act,  the  power  of  disposition  by  which  the  remainders  and  rever- 
sion could  have  been  barred,  remains  still  capable  of  being 
exercised  by  the  person  who  would  have  been  tenant  in  tail  if 
the  estate  tail  had  not  been  barred,  but,  by  sect.  35,  only  with 
the  consent  of  the  protector,  if  any.  It  follows  that  such  person 
(with  the  consent  of  the  protector,  if  any)  might  enlarge  the 
base  fee  into  as  large  an  estate  as  could  by  possibility  have  been 
created  under  the  Act  at  the  time  when  the  base  fee  was 
created. 

The  tenant  in  tail  who  created  the  base  fee  is  not  prevented 
from  enlarging  it  merely  by  the  fact  that  he  has  conveyed  it 
away  to  another  person.     (Bankes  v.  Small,  36  Ch.  D.  716.) 

Under  the  By  virtue  of  sect.  67,  the  commissioner  in  bankruptcy  has 

case  of  bank-   power,  by  a  disposition  for  value,  to  enlarge  a  base  fee,  vested  in 
""P  y*  the  person  who  would  have  been  tenant  in  tail  if  the  estate  tail 

had  not  been  barred,  when  such  person  becomes  bankrupt,  pro- 
vided that  there  exists  no  protector  of  the  settlement. 

By  virtue  of  sect.  58,  where  there  exists  a  protector,  the 
commissioner  with  his  consent  can  enlarge  the  base  fea 

By  virtue  of  sect.  60,  a  base  fee  created  by  a  disposition, 
imder  the  Act,  of  a  commissioner  in  bankruptcy,  is  ipso  facto 
enlarged,  in  case  at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of  the  base 
fee  there  should  cease  to  be  a  protector  of  the  settlement. 

By  virtue  of  sect.  61,  a  base  fee  vested  in  the  person  who 
would  have  been  tenant  in  tail  if  the  estate  tail  had  not  been 
barred,  is  ipso  facto  enlarged,  if  sold  as  therein  mentioned,  in  case 
such  person  becomes  bankrupt,  and  during  the  continuance  of 
the  base  fee  there  ceases  to  be  a  protector  of  the  settlement. 

These  powers  exerciseable  by  the  commissioners  in  bankruptcy 
seem  to  have  been  transferred  to  the  Chief  Judge  in  bankruptcy 
by  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  s.  128  ;  and  to  be  now  vested  in 
the  bankruptcy  judge  of  the  High  Court  by  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1883,  s.  94. 
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The  Statute  of  LiinitatioiiSy  3  &  4  Will.  4,  o.  27,  s.  23,  is  as  Under 

.  ,,  Stfttntes  of 

lOllOWS : —  Limitatioii* 

That  when  a  tenant  in  tail  of  any  land  or  rent  shall  have  made  an  assurance 
thereof,  which  shall  not  operate  to  bar  an  estate  or  estates  to  take  effect  after  or 
in  defeasance  of  his  estate  tail,  and  any  person  shall  bj  Tirtue  of  snoh  assurance, 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  thereof,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  be  in  possession 
or  receipt  of  the  profits  of  such  land,  or  in  the  receipt  of  such  rent,  and  the  same 
person,  or  any  other  person  whatsoever  (other  than  some  person  entitled  to  such 
possession  or  receipt  in  respect  of  an  estate  which  shall  have  taken  effect  after  or 
in  defeasance  of  the  estate  tail),  shall  continue  or  be  in  such  possession  or  receipt 
for  the  period  of  twenty  years  next  after  the  commencement  of  the  time  at  which 
such  assurance,  if  it  had  then  been  executed  by  such  tenant  in  tail  or  the  person 
who  would  have  been  entitled  to  his  estate  tail  if  such  assurance  had  not  been 
executed,  would,  without  the  consent  of  any  other  person,  hare  operated  to  bar 
such  estate  or  estates  as  aforesaid,  then  at  the  expiration  of  sndh  period  of 
twenty  years  such  assurance  shall  be  and  be  deemed  to  have  been  effectual  as 
against  any  person  claiming  any  estate,  interest,  or  right  to  take  effect  after  or 
in  defeasance  of  such  estate  tail. 

It  was  the  apparent  intention  of  this  enaotment,  ipso  facto  to 
enlarge  a  base  fee,  whenever  and  so  soon  as  any  person  had, 
under  the  base  fee,  been  in  possession  for  twenty  years  after  the 
date  at  which  there  ceased  to  be  a  protector  of  the  settlement. 

This  enactment  was  repealed,  but  substantially  re-enacted, 
with  the  substitution  of  ticelce  years  for  twenty,  by  the  Real 
Property  Limitation  Act,  1874,  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  67^  s.  6. 

The  scope  of  these  enactments  does  not  seem  to  be  restricted  Extended 

Hoone  of  these 

to  the  enlargement  of  base  fees,  which  is,  in  effect,  to  make  any  enactmento. 

assurance,  purporting  to  convey  a  fee  simple,  valid  as  against 

the  persons  claiming  after  or  in  defeasance  of  the  estate  tail : 

they  seem  to  be  equally  efficacious  to  make  valid,  in  like 

manner,  other  assurances  purporting  to  convey  any  less  estate. 

For  example,  if  a  tenant  in  tail  should,  during  the  life  of  the 

protector  and  without  his  consent,  purport  to  make  a  lease  for 

1,000  years,  then,  unless  the  estate  tail  should  determine  before 

the  expiration  of  (formerly  twenty,  now)  twelve  years  after  the 

death  of  the  protector,  the  lease  would  become  ipso  facto  valid, 

for  the  whole  of  the  term,  as  against  not  only  the  issue  in  tail, 

(against  whom  it  would  be  valid  in  any  case,)  but  also  as 

against  all  persons  claiming  after  or  in  defeasance  of  the  estate 

tail. 
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Spedfioper-  The  Court  of  Appeal  has  decided,  in  Bankea  y.  Smally  36 
ooT^f^to  ^'  ^'  716,  that  the  court  has  jurisdiction,  as  against  the 
®"^^^'  covenantor,  to  decree  specific  performance  of  a  covenant  to 

enlarge  a  base  fee  at  a  future  date,  entered  into  by  a  tenant  in 
tail  at  the  time  when  he  created  the  base  fee.  As  above  men- 
tioned, it  makes  no  difference,  for  the  purpose  of  enlargement, 
whether  the  base  fee  remains  in  the  hands  of  the  (foimer) 
tenant  in  tail  who  created  it,  or  whether  it  has  been  conveyed 
to  another  person. 

If  the  covenantor  should  die  before  the  arrival  of  the  time 
specified,  there  would  of  course  be  no  jurisdiction  to  decree 
specific  performance  of  the  covenant  against  any  of  the  subse- 
quent issue  in  tail. 

Moreover,  it  is  conceived  that  the  decree  could  be  enforced 
only  by  attachment  for  contempt,  in  case  of  disobedience ;  and 
that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  appoint  another  person, 
under  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  Act,  1884,  47  &  48 
Yict.  c.  61,  s.  14,  to  execute  the  requisite  deed  on  behalf  of  a 
recalcitrant  covenantor. 
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CHAPTER  XXm. 

AN  ESTATE  FOR  THE  LIFE  OF  THE  TENANT. 

Under  the  phrase  tenant  for  term  of  life^  Littleton  indudes  both 
a  tenant  for  the  term  of  his  own  life  and  a  tenant  for  the  term 
of  another's  life,  or  pur  autre  tie,  (litt.  sect.  56.)  But  the 
latter  tenancy  is  distinguished  by  some  peculiar  charaoteristios, 
which  make  its  separate  treatment  desirable. 

To  these,  says  Lord  Coke,  may  be  added  a  third,  namely,  for 
the  lives  of  the  tenant  himself  and  of  another  person  or  persons, 
which  limitation  creates  a  single  estate  of  freehold.  (Go.  Litt. 
41  b.)  If  the  other  person  or  persons  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
tenant,  this  estate  becomes  thenceforward  an  estate  for  his  life 
simply  ;  but  otherwise  this  estate  becomes  subject,  at  his  death, 
to  the  peculiar  characteristics  of  an  estate  pur  autre  vie. 


The  following  is  a  complete  Ust  of  estates  for  life  or  livH^^  Division  of 

^^^  estates  for 

1.  An  estate  for  the  life  of  the  tenant  himself,  including  ^^  *or 

(i)  Estates  arising  by  express  limitation ; 
(ii)  Estates  arising  only  by  implication ; 
(iii)  The  estate  of  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue 

extinct; 
(iv)  The  estate  of  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy ;  and 
(y)  The  estate  of  a  tenant  in  dower ; 

2.  An  estate  for  the  life  of  another  person,  or  pur  autre  vie  ; 

3.  An  estate  for  the  joint  lives  of  several  persons ;  and 

4.  An  estate  for  the  life  of  the  longest  liver  of  several  persons. 

Every  tenant  for  life  has  by  the  common  law,  as  incident  to  Right  to 
his   estate,  and  without  express   grant,  the  right  to   take  in 
reasonable  measure  three  kinds  of  estovers — ^hous^bot^  (which 
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includes  firebote),  ploughbote,  and  haybote;  unless  he  be  re- 
strained from  taking  them  by  special  ooYenant.  (Co.  Litt.  41  b.) 
Such  a  covenant  did  not  make  the  cutting  of  estovers  waste,  but 
only  rendered  the  tenant  liable  in  damages  on  the  oovenant. 
(Dy.  198  b,  pi.  53.)  To  cut  timber  so  far  as  may  be  necessary 
for  these  purposes,  is  not  waste ;  provided,  of  course,  that  the 
timber  is  in  fact  so  used  accordingly.  (Co.  litt.  63  b.)  If  the 
tenancy  arises  under  a  settlement,  the  tenant's  rights  of  user  are 
always  expressly  provided  for  by  the  settlement;  and  in  practice 
the  tenancy  for  life  is  commonly  declared  to  be  without  impeach- 
ment of  waste.  If  the  tenancy  arises  imder  a  lease,  the  rights  of 
the  tenant  are  in  practice  provided  for  in  the  lease. 

Tenant  for  By  the  oommon  law,  a  tenant  for  life  under  a  settlement  has 

Betttementraa  ^^  rights  of  user,  or  powcr  to  deal  with  the  land,  other  than 
fronT^mt^  those  posscssed  by  a  lessee  for  life  holding  merely  under  a  lease 
for  life  under  at  a  rent.  But  modern  social  arrangements  have  firmly  esta- 
lent.  blished  a  very  great  difference,  as  to  their  relation  to  the  land, 

between  a  tenant  for  life  under  a  settlement  and  a  lessee  for  life 
or  lives  at  a  rent ;  of  whom  the  former  is  in  practice  the  bene,- 
ficial  owner  of  the  property,  whose  interest,  either  with  his  own. 
consent  or  by  the  settlement  of  an  ancestor,  has  been  cut  down 
to  a  life  estate,  while  a  tenant  for  life  under  a  lease  at  a  rent,  is 
merely  a  farmer  holding  under  a  lease  for  life  instead  of  a  lease 
for  years.  This  distinction  in  status  was  recognized  by  14  Geo.  2, 
c.  20,  which  enabled  the  consent  of  a  tenant  under  a  lease  to  be 
dispensed  with  on  occasion  of  suffering  a  common  recovery. 
( Vide  supra,  p.  282.)  The  same  distinction  has  been  enforced 
by  several  subsequent  statutes,  and  most  strongly  by  the  Settled 
Land  Act,  1882 ;  by  which  extensive  powers  of  alienation, 
enfranchisement,  exchange,  partition,  leasing,  and  for  other 
purposes,  are  conferred  upon  every  person  beneficially  entitled 
to  possession  (which  in  that  Act  includes  receipt  of  income)  of 
settled  land  under  a  settlement,  as  defined  in  sect.  2,  sub-s.  (1) 
of  that  Act.  The  definition  there  given  of  a  settlement  aocojds 
with  the  usual  meaning  of  the  phrase ;  and  the  definition  of  a 
tenant  for  life  obviously  includes  a  legal  tenant  for  his  own  life, 
beneficially  entitled  in  possession.  A  list  of  these  statutory 
powers  will  be  found  at  p.  320,  infra.    The  following  remarks . 
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willy  in  the  absence  of  express  mention,  be  restricted  to  such 
points  connected  with  estates  for  life  as  do  not  seem  to  be 
affected  by  the  statutes  above  referred  to. 
An  estate  for  life  may  arise  in  any  of  the  following  ways : —    How  tenancy 


aiue. 


(1°)  By  express  limitation  to  a  grantee  during  his  life ; 

(2°)  By  implication  of  law;  where  a  grant  is  made  to  a 
grantee  by  name,  either  without  any  words  of  limita- 
tion, or  accompanied  by  words  intended  to  take  effect 
as  words  of  limitation,  but  not  by  law  capable  of  so 
taking  effect  as  to  limit  any  greater  estate ; 

(3°)  By  the  assignment  of  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  to  cestui  que 
vie;  and 

(4°)  By  operation  of  law,  on  the  arising  of  a  husband's  right 
to  curtesy,  or  of  a  widow's  right  to  dower. 

Any  conveyance,  otherwise  valid  and  capable  of  taking  effect,  Estate  for  life 
which  nominates  a  grantee,  but  neither  limits  nor  purports  to  ^, 
limit  any  estate,  will^  in  the  absence  of  any  further  indication, 
operate  by  implication  of  law  to  pass  an  estate  for  the  life  of  the 
grantee.  (Co.  litt.  42  a ;  see  also  litt.  sect.  283.)  Similarly* 
if  the  limitation  is^r  term  of  lifey  without  saying  for  whose  life 
(Co.  litt.  42  a.)  But,  in  the  latter  case,  an  estate  for  the  life  of 
the  grantor  will  pass,  if  the  grantor  might  rightfully  grant  that 
estate,  but  could  not  rightfully  grant  for  the  life  of  the  grantee. 
{Ibid,  See  also  183  a.)  And  the  implication  of  law  upon 
which  the  estate  arises  is  liable  to  be  rebutted  by  the  manifesta- 
tion  of  a  contrary  intention.  For  example,  if  the  words  which 
would  generally  give  rise  to  the  implication  should  be  in  the 
premisses  of  a  deed,  the  habendum  may  rebut  the  implication 
and  expressly  limit  an  estate  for  years,  or  at  will ;  and  this 
restriction  of  the  implication  may  be  effectual,  even  though  the 
habendum  itself  should  be  technically  void  as  a  limitation,  and 
therefore  not  capable  of  taking  effect  otherwise  than  as  a 
manifestation  of  intention.  (See  the  1st  resolution  in  Buckler^s 
Casey  2  Bep.  55.  For  further  observations  upon  the  relation 
between  the  premisses  and  the  habendum^  see  p.  377,  infra.) 
.  The  addition  to  the  name  of  a  grantee  of  any  words  designed 
to  serve  as  words  of  limitation,  not  being  such  as,  either  by  the 
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oommon  law  or  by  sect.  51  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881^ 
are  appropriated  to  the  limitation  of  a  fee,  will  not  enable  the 
assurance  to  pass  any  estate  of  inheritance ;  and  in  general,  will 
not  enable  the  assurance  to  pass  any  greater  estate  than  would 
have  passed  by  the  mere  nomination  of  the  grantee.     But  it  has 
been  held,  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  the  addition  to 
the  name  of  the  grantee  of  the  words, ''  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,"  in  the  premisses  of  a  deed,  will,  when  the 
grantor  has  an  estate  for  his  own  life,  expressly  pass  the  whole 
estate  of  the  grantor  to  the  grantee,  so  as  to  make  the  habendum^ 
if  purporting  to  grant  a  less,  or  an  impossible,  estate,  void  for 
the  inconsistency.    {Boddington  v.  Robinson^  L.  E.  10  Exch.  270.) 
For  some  remarks  upon  this  case,  see  p.  97,  mpra. 


Curtesy, 

To  entitle  the  husband  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  the 
wife's  lands  of  inheritance  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  the 
following  circumstances  are  necessary : — 

(1)  That  the  wife  be  seised  during  the  coverture  of  an  estate 
of  inheritance  to  which  issue  of  the  marriage  may 
possibly  succeed  as  heir  to  the  wife  (litt.  sects.  35,  52) ; 

(2)  That  the  estate  be,  or  become  during  the  coverture,  an 
estate  in  possession ; 

(3)  That  seisin  in  deed  (less  properly  styled  actual  seisin)  be 
obtained  during  the  coverture ;  and 

(4)  That  issue  be  bom  alive. 

For  some  remarks  upon  the  distinction  between  seisin  in  deed 
and  seisin  in  law,  see  p.  205,  supra. 

11  the  lands  be  subject  to  the  custom  of  Kent,  the  curtesy  is 
of  a  moiety  only,  and  ceases  on  the  re-marriage  of  the  husband ; 
but  such  curtesy  attaches  without  birth  of  issue.  (Co.  Litt.  30  a ; 
ibid.  111  a :  and  see  on  the  subject  generally,  Eob.  Gav.  bk.  ii. 
ch.  1.)  Special  custom  may  assign  a  different  proportion,  or  the 
whole,  to  the  husband. 
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The  rule,  that  seisin  in  deed  must  be  acquired  during  the  As  to  seisin  iu 
ooverturey  applies  in  its  full  rigour  only  to  lands.  As  regards 
other  realty  of  which  there  is  curtesy,  a  seisin  in  law  suffices  if 
oiroumstances  make  seisin  in  deed  impossible :  thus,  of  a  rent,  if 
the  wife  dies  before  it  becomes  due,  or  of  an  advowson,  if  she 
dies  before  the  church  becomes  vacant.  (Co.  litt.  29  a.)  Entry 
is  not  necessary  to  acquire  seisin  in  deed  of  land,  if  there  be  a 
Wt  for  ,Z  olZ  tad,  W«,  hi,  po»«»«.  i.  «,,  p». 
session  of  the  husband  and  wife,  eyen  before  the  receipt  of  rent 
from  him.  (Harg.  n.  3  on  Co.  litt.  29  a;  and  see  p.  206, 
supra.) 

Lord  Coke  (Co.  litt.  40  a)  refers  the  necessity  for  actual 
seisin  to  Littleton's  words  (sect.  52),  that  the  issue  must  be  such 
as  may  by  possibility  inherit  as  heir  to  the  m/e :  descent  being 
traced  before  the  Descent  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  o.  106,  from  the 
person  last  seised.  It  would  seem  to  follow,  if  he  is  right,  either 
that  there  is  now  curtesy  only  of  lands  coming  to  the  wife  by 
purchase,  or  else  that  actual  seisin  has  ceased  to  have  any  rele- 
vancy to  the  matter. 

Li  JEager  v.  Furnivall,  17  Ch.  D.  115,  it  seems  to  have  been 
assumed  that  the  alteration  of  the  rules  of  descent  has  not 
affected  the  necessity  for  actual  seisin ;  but  the  point  was  not 
raised.  It  was  also  assumed,  that  a  seisin  in  law  of  lands  would 
suffice,  when  a  seisin  in  deed  could  not  by  any  possibility  be 
had.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that,  in  Eager  v.  Fumivally  the  im- 
possibility arose  out  of  a  peculiar  state  of  circumstances  caused 
by  sect.  33  of  the  Wills  Act,  and  was  an  absolute  impossibility ; 
whereas,  upon  an  actual  descent  at  the  common  law,  there  could 
never  be  an  absolute  impossibility  to  obtain  seisin  in  deed,  but 
only  a  certain  degree  of  difficulty  which,  however  great  in  prac- 
tice, could  not  in  theory  be  said  to  be  insuperable. 

With  regard  to  tenure,  there  is  this  difference  between  curtesy 
and  dower,  that  tenant  by  the  curtesy  holds  immediately  of  the 
superior  lord,  while  tenant  in  dower  holds  immediately  of  the 
heir,  and  is  attendant  on  him  for  one-third  of  the  services. 
(Watk.  Desc.  104,  105.) 

The  Court  of  Chancery  allowed  to  the  husband  a  right,  analo-  Equitable 
gous  to  curtesy,  which  may  be  styled  equitable  ourtesy,  iu.**"^^' 
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Effect  of  a 
separate  use 
for  the  wife. 


respect  of  equitable  estates  having  the  same  nature  and  quantum 
as  legal  estates  which  confer  the  right.  (Harg.  n.  6  on  Co.  litt. 
29  a.)  The  phrase  equitable  estates  here  includes  an  equity  of 
redemption,  see  Casbome  v.  Scar/e^  1  Atk.  603 ;  also  trust 
money  held  upon  trust  for  investment  in  land,  see  Stceetapple  v. 
BindoHy  2  Vem.  636.  The  doubt  expressed  in  the  last-cited 
case,  whether  curtesy  should  be  allowed  if  the  trust  arose  under 
marriage  articles,  is  disposed  of  by  Cunninghum  v.  Moody ^  1  Yes. 
sen.  174. 

If  the  wife  is  entitled  to  her  separate  use,  not  only  as  regards 
the  income  but  also  as  regards  the  corpus,  this  does  not  prevent 
the  right  of  the  husband  from  attaching,  though  it  will  be 
defeated  by  the  wife's  alienation,  whether  inter  vivos  or  by  will. 
{Cooper  V.  Macdonald,  7  Ch.  D.  288 ;  overruling  Moore  v.  Webster ^ 
L.  S*.  3  Eq.  267.)  An  express  declaration  contained  in  the 
settlement,  that  the  husband  ^'  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  cur- 
tesy," will  exclude  his  right  altogether ;  even  though  the  legal 
estate  be  in  the  wife.     {Bennet  v.  Davis,  2  P.  Wms.  316.) 

So  far  as  alienation  is  concerned,  the  power  of  a  wife  entitled 
for  an  estate  of  inheritance  to  her  separate  use,  to  defeat  her 
husband's  curtesy,  seems  to  be  the  same  as  the  power  of  a  hus- 
band imder  the  Dower  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  105,  to  defeat  his 
wife's  dower.  But  it  does  not  appear  that  a  wife  could,  by  a 
mere  declaration  of  intention,  without  making  any  disposition 
of  the  estate,  defeat  her  husband's  curtesy. 


The  Married  By  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882,  ss.  2,  6,  all 
Property  Act,  property  of  women  married  after  the  commencement  of  the  Act, 
^®®^*  and  property  of  women  married  before  that  date,  the  title  to  which 

shall  accrue  after  that  date,  is  placed  upon  a  novel  footing. 
But  it  does  not  appear  that  these  provisions  make  any  further 
change  in  the  law  affecting  curtesy,  than  to  put  all  curtesy 
(except  of  estates  the  title  to  which  may  have  devolved  upon  a 
married  woman  before  the  Act's  commencement,  which  remain 
unaffected)  upon  the  same  footing  as  equitable  curtesy  in  cases 
where,  before  the  Act's  commencement,  the  wife  wqfl  entitled  to 
both  income  and  corpus  to  her  separate  use.  The  Act  seems  to 
aim  at  raising  a  separate  use  for  a  married  woman  by  implica- 
tion of  law  and  without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee :  which. 


AN  ESTATE  FOR  THE  LIFE  OF  THE  TENANT.  317 

has  not  necessarily  any  wider  operation  than  a  separate  use 
raised  by  oontraot.  But  the  question  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  foreseen;  and,  so  far  as  regards  estates  belonging  to 
women  married  after  the  Aot's  commencement,  and  estates 
coming  to  women  previously  married  by  a  subsequently-accruing 
title,  it  must  be  answered  with  some  caution. 

A  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  enumerated  among  the  persons  Statatory 
upon  whom,  when  their  respective  estates  or  interests  ore  in  ^''^• 
possession,  the  statutory  powers  of  a  tenant  for  life  are  conferred 
by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882.  (See  sect.  58,  sub-s.  1,  viii,  of 
that  Act.)  But  sub-s.  (2)  of  the  same  section  enacted,  with 
regard  to  each  of  the  persons  thereinbefore  mentioned,  that  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  referring  to  a  settlement,  and  to  settled 
land,  should  extend  to  the  instrument  under  which  such  person's 
estate  or  interest  arises,  and  to  the  land  therein  comprised.  The 
enactment  seems  therefore  to  have  no  meaning  in  relation  to 
tenants  by  the  curtesy,  because  the  estate  of  a  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  does  not  arise  "under"  any  "instrument,"  but  by 
virtue  either  of  the  common  law  or  of  a  special  custom.  The 
Settled  Land  Act,  1884,  s.  8,  enacts  that,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  the  estate  of  a  tenant  by  the  cur- 
tesy shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  estate  arising  under  a  settlement 
made  by  his  wife.  This  enactment  does  not  say  when  the 
settlement  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  made,  or  what  it  shall 
be  deemed  to  comprise.  Probably  the  date  of  the  supposed 
settlement  will  be  taken  to  be  the  date  of  the  marriage,  and  it 
will  be  taken  to  comprise  the  estate  of  inheritance  under  which 
the  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  arises. 


Dower. 

There  formerly  existed  three  kinds  of  dower  other  than  dower  Vanoiu 
at  the  common  law ;  including  under  the  phrase,  dowe^^  at  the  com^  So^. 
mon  law,  dower  out  of  lands  held  by  common  law  tenure,  but  of 
which,  by  special  custom,  some  other  proportion  than  one  third 
part  is  assigned  for  dower.  Two  of  the  three,  dower  ad  ostium 
eccledcB  {sive  monaaterii)  and  dower  ex  assemu  patrU  (Litt. 
sect.  38),  were  abolished  by  the  Dower  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
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4.  By  a' like  declaration  oontained  in  any  deed  execated  by 

him.     (Ibid.) 
6.  By  a  like  deolaration  oontained  in  his  will.     (Sect.  7.) 
6.  By  devifiiDg  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow,  any  land» 

or  any  estate  or  interest  therein,  out  of  which  she  would 

otherwise  be  entitled  to  dower.     (Sect.  9.) 
But  a  gift  of  personal  estate,  or  of  land  not  subject  to 

dower,  does  not  prejudice  her  right.     (Sect  10.) 

The  provisions  of  this  Act  do  not  extend  to  copyholds. 
{Pmcdrelly.  JoneSy  2  Sm.  &  GiflF.  407;  Smith  v.  Adanis,  5  De  G. 
M.  &  a.  712.) 

Tenant  in  dower  is  perhaps  the  only  **  limited  owner ''  upon 
whom  no  powers  are  conferred  by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882. 


SettUd  Es- 
tates Act, 
1877. 


Statutory  Powers. 

Certain  powers  of  leasing  are  conferred  upon  a  tenant  for.  life, 
beneficially  entitled  to  possession  or  receipt  of  rents  and  profits, 
by  the  Settled  Estates  Act,  1877,  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  46; 
but  it  is  not  probable  that  these  powers  will  in  future  be  often 
used  in  practice.  Larger  powers  of  leasing  are  conferred  by  the 
Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  38,  ss.  6—12 ;  and 
the  latter  powers  are  now,  by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1884,  s.  5, 
in  a  very  great  measure  freed  from  the  inconvenience  attending 
the  provisions  respecting  the  giving  of  notices,  contained  in  the 
Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  s.  45.  There  seems  now  to  be  gene- 
rally no  motive  for  resorting  to  the  powers  conferred  by  the 
Settled  Estates  Act,  1877,  in  preference  to  those  conferred  by 
the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882. 


Settled  Land 
Aots; 


The  following  powers  are,  by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882, 
45  &  46  Vict.  c.  38,  conferred  upon,  or  made  exerciseable  by,  a 
variety  of  persons,  or  classes  of  persons,  described  or  enumerated 
in  sect.  2,  sub-s.  (5),  sect.  58,  sub-s.  (1),  and  sects.  60—63,*  of 

*  The  Movisions  of  sect.  63  are  amended  by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1884, 
88.  6,  7.  These  provifiions  do  not  refer  to  a  tenant  for  life  in  the  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  phrase. 
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that  Act.  The  typical  donee  of  these  powers  is  "  the  person 
who  is  for  the  time  being,  under  a  settlement,  beneficially 
entitled  to  possession  of  settled  land,  for  his  life."  (Sect.  2, 
sub-s.  5.) 

(1)  A  power  to  sell  the  settled  land,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  Sale. 

any  easement,  right,  or  privilege  of  any  kind,  over  or  in 
relation  to  the  same.     (Sect.  3,  sub-s.  i.) 

But  the  principal  mansion  house,  and  the  lands  usually 
occupied  therewith,  could  not  be  sold,  or  leased,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  1882,  without  the  consent  of 
the  trustees  or  an  order  of  the  court.  (Sect.  16.)  This 
enactment  was  repealed  by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1890, 
53  &  54  Vict.  c.  69,  s.  10,  sub-s.  (1) ;  but  re-enacted, 
and  made  applicable  also  to  exchanges,  by  sub-s.  (2) ; 
subject  to  the  declaration  contained  in  sub-s.  (3),  that 
"  where  a  house  is  usually  occupied  as  a  farm-house,  or 
^^  where  the  site  of  any  house  and  the  pleasure  grounds 
*'  and  park  and  lands  (if  any)  usually  occupied  therewith 
"  do  not  together  exceed  25  acres  in  extent,  the  house 
^'  is  not  to  be  deemed  a  principal  mansion  house  "  for  the 
present  purpose. 

(2)  A  power,  where  the  settlement  comprises  a  manor,  to  sell  Release  of 

servioes  and 

the  seignory  of  any  freehold  land  within  the  manor,  or  enfranchise- 
the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  any  copyhold  or  cus-  ™^ ' 
tomary  land,  parcel  of  the  manor,  with  or  without  the 
minerals  and  mining  rights,  so  as,  in  every  such  case, 
to  effect  an  enfranchisement.  (Sect.  3,  sub-s.  ii.)  This 
seems  to  mean,  that  he  may  enfranchise  copyholds, 
parcel  of  the  manor,  and  release  the  tenure  (thereby 
extinguishing  the  services)  of  freeholds,  held  of  the 
manor. 

An  enfranchisement  may  be  made  with  or  without  a  Settled  Land 
re-grant  of  any  right  of  conmion  or  other  right,  easement, 
or  privilege  theretofore  enjoyed  with  the  land  enfran- 
chised. (Sect.  4,  sub-s.  7.)  Eights  of  common  in  the 
wastes  of  the  manor  are  extinguished  at  law  by  enfran- 
chisement, unless  specially  preserved  by  the  use  of  terms 
equivalent  to  a  re-grant  of  the  common.  (I  Watk.  Cop. 
4ol.)     They  are  not  extinguished  in  equity.     {Sft/ant  v. 

C.R.P.  Y 
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Stakevy  2  Vem.  260.)  Nor  will  an  enfranchisement 
effected  under  4  &  5  Yict.  c.  35  (see  s.  81),  and  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  61  (see  s.  45),  deprive  the  tenant  of  any  com- 
monable right  to  which  he  may  be  entitled. 

(3)  A  power  to  make  an  exchange  of  the  settled  land,  or  any 

part  thereof,  for  other  land,  including  an  exchange  in 
consideration  of  money  paid  for  equality  of  exchange. 
(Sect.  3,  sub-s.  iii.) 

Settled  land  in  England  cannot  be  given  in  exchange 
for  land  out  of  England.     (Sect.  4,  sub-s.  8.) 

As  to  exchanges  affecting  the  principal  mansion  house 
see  the  Act  of  1890,  s.  10,  cited  above,  under  para.  (1). 

(4)  A  power,  where  the  settlement  comprises  an  undivided 

share  in  land,  or,  under  the  settlement,  the  settled  land 
has  come  to  be  held  in  imdivided  shares,  to  concur  in 
making  partition  of  the  entirety,  including  a  partition 
in  consideration  of  money  paid  for  equality  of  partition. 
(Sect.  3,  sub-s.  iv.) 

Money  required  for  enfranchisement,  or  for  equality  of 
exchange  or  partition,  may  be  raised  by  mortgage  of  the 
settled  land  or  any  part  thereof.     (Sect.  18.) 

(5)  A  power,  with  the  consent  of  the  incumbrancer,  to  charge 

an  incumbrance  affecting  land  sold,  or  given  in  exchange 
or  on  partition,  on  any  other  part  of  the  settled  land, 
whether  already  charged  therewith  or  not,  in  exoneration 
of  the  part  sold,  or  so  given.     (Sect.  5.) 

(6)  A  power  to  lease  the  settled  land,  or  any  part  thereof, 

or  any  easement,  right,  or  privilege  of  any  kind,  over  or 
in  relation  to  the  same,  for  any  purpose  whatever,  whether 
involving  waste  or  not,  on  building  lease  for  any  term  not 
exceeding  ninety-nine  years ;  on  mining  lease,  for  any 
term  not  exceeding  sixty  years ;  and  on  any  other  kind 
of  lease,  for  any  term  not  exceeding  twenty-one  years. 
(Sect.  6.) 

With  permission  of  the  court,  to  be  given  under  special 
circumstances,  a  building  or  mining  lease  may  be  made  for 
any  term,  or  may  be  granted  in  perpetuity.    (Sect.  10.) 

But  the  principal  mansion  house,  and  the  lands  usually 
occupied  therewith,  could  not,  under  the  Act  of  1882,  be 
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leased  without  the  consent  of  the  trustees  or  an  order  of  Settled  Land 
the  court.     (Sect.  16.)     See  now  the  Act  of  1890,  s.  10, 
oited  above  under  para.  (I). 

Leases  made  under  the  statutory  power  must  comply 
with  the  following  conditions  (sect.  7) : — 

(i)  Every  lease  must  be  made  by  deed,  to  take  effect 
in  possession  not  later  than  twelve  months  after 
its  date ; 
(ii)  And  must  be  at  the  best  rent,  regard  being  had 

to  any  fine  taken  and  other  circumstances ; 
(iii)  The  lessee  must  covenant  to  pay  the  rent,  with  a 
condition  of  re-entry  upon  default  for  a  time 
not  exceeding  thirty  days ; 
(iv)  A  counterpart  must  be  executed  by  the  lessee. 

(7)   A  power  (sect.  12)  : —  Confirmation 

(i)  To  give  effect  to  a  contract  for  a  lease  entered 
into  by  any  of  his  predecessors  in  title,  where 
such  lease,  if  made  by  the  predecessor,  would 
have  boimd  the  successors  in  title ; 

(ii)  To  give  effect  to  a  covenant  for  renewal,  per- 
formance whereof  could  be  enforced  against 
the  owner  for  the  time  being  of  the  settled 
land; 

(iii)  To  confirm,  *'  as  far  as  may  be,  a  previous  lease, 
being  void  or  voidable  ;  but  so  that  every  lease, 
as  and  when  confirmed,  shall  be  such  a  lease  as 
might  at  the  date  of  the  original  lease  have 
been  lawfully  granted  under  the  Act  or  other- 
wise, as  the  ease  may  require.'' 

(8)  A  power  to  accept,  with  or  without  consideration,  a  but-  Aooepting 

render  of  any  lease,  whether  made  under  the  Act  or 
not ;  and  such  surrender  may  relate  to  the  whole,  or  any 
part,  of  the  land  comprised  in  the  lease.  On  a  partial 
surrender,  the  rent  may  be  apportioned;  and  on  the 
grant  of  a  new  lease,  the  value  of  the  lessee's  interest 
under  the  surrendered  lease  may  be  taken  into  account 
in  fixing  the  rent.     (Sect.  13.) 

(9)  A  power  to  license  copyholders  of  any  manor  comprised  Lioencee  to  * 
in  the  settlement,  to  make  any  suoh  leases  of  their  copy-  boldi.^^^* 

v2 
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hold  lands  as  the  tenant  for  life  is  by  the  Act  empowered 
to  make  of  freehold  land.  (Sect.  14.)  It  is  conceived 
that  the  leasing  powers  of  the  tenant  for  life  extend  to 
copyholds  only  so  far  as  their  exercise  accords  with  the 
custom  of  the  manor. 

(10)  A  power,  in  connection  with  a  sale  or  lease  for  building 
purposes,  to  cause  to  be  appropriated  and  laid  out,  for 
the  general  benefit  of  the  residents  on  the  settled  land, 
any  parts  thereof  for  streets,  gardens,  or  other  open 
spaces,  with  drains,  fencing,  paving,  or  other  works 
necessary  or  proper  in  connection  therewith;  and  also 
to  make  arrangements  for  their  continued  repair  and 
maintenance.     (Sect.  16.) 

(11)  A  power,  if  impeachable  for  waste  in  respect  of  timber, 
on  obtaining  the  consent  of  the  trustees  or  an  order  of 
the  court,  to  cut  and  sell  timber  ripe  and  fit  for  cutting. 
(Sect.  35.) 

(12)  A  power  to  make,  vary,  or  rescind,  with  or  without 
consideration,  and  accept  surrenders  of,  contracts  for 
carrying  into  effect  any  of  the  purposes  of  the  Act. 
(Sect.  31.) 

(13)  A  power,  where  personal  chattels  are  settled  on  trust  to 
devolve  with  land  so  as  ultimately  to  vest  in  some  person 
attaining  an  estate  of  inheritance  therein,  to  sell  such 
chattels  on  obtaining  an  order  of  the  court.     (Sect.  37.) 

(14)  Under  the  Act  of  1890,  s.  11,  money  may  be  raised  by 
mortgage  for  the  discharge  of  incumbrances.  The  only 
purposes  for  which,  under  the  Act  of  1882,  money  might 
be  raised  by  mortgage,  were  (1)  for  enfranchisement,  or 
for  equality  of  exchange  or  partition,  by  sect.  18 ;  and 
(2)  for  the  payment  of  costs  ordered  to  be  paid  by  the 
court  out  of  the  settled  property,  by  sect.  47. 


It  is  the  general  effect  of  the  foregoing  powers,  to  liberate 
the  settled  land,  so  far  as  the  exercise  of  any  particular  power 
extends,  from  the  limitations  and  trusts  of  the  settlement,  and 
to  transfer  their  operation  to  the  money,  investments,  lands,  or 
other  net  proceeds,  obtained  by  exercising  the  power.  Thus 
the  Act  does  not  in  general  destroy  the  settlement,  but  only 
alters  the  subject  upon  which  it  operates. 
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ESTATES    PUK    AUTRE    VIE. 


So  fax  as  regards  its  quantum,  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  may  be 
limited  to  endure  (1)  during  the  life  of  a  single  person;  or 
(2)  during  the  joint  lives  of  several  persons ;  or  (3)  during  the 
life  of  the  longest  liver  of  several  persons.  In  the  following 
remarks  the  word  life  will,  for  brevity,  be  used  to  include  lives. 

Every  tenant  pur  autre  vie  has,  by  the  common  law,  the  same 
right  to  estovers  as  a  tenant  for  his  own  life.     (Co.  litt.  41  b.) 

By  the  common  law,  a  tenant  pur  autre  vie  holding  under  a 
settlement  has  no  rights  of  user,  or  power  to  deal  with  the  land, 
other  than  those  possessed  by  a  lessee  pur  autre  vie  holding 
merely  under  a  lease  at  a  rent.  £ut  by  the  Settled  Land  Act, 
1882,  s.  68,  Bub-s.  (1),  (v.),  a  tenant  pur  autre  vie,  not  holding 
merely  under  a  lease  at  a  rent,  has,  when  his  estate  is  in  pos- 
session, the  powers  conferred  by  that  Act  upon  a  tenant  for  life 
imder  a  settlement. 

So  far  as  regards  its  origin,  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  may  arise  MethodB  hj 

•  .1  1  whioh  the 

in  any  of  three  several  ways : —  eetate  may 

aziae. 

(1)  By  express  limitation,  which  is  either  to  a  grantee  simply, 
during  the  Hf  e  of  cestui  que  vie,  or  to  a  grantee  and  his 
heirs,  during  such  Ufe. 

When  the  Statute  of  Frauds  had  (as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned) cast  the  estate,  in  default  of  a  devisee  or  special 
occupant,  upon  the  executors  or  administrators  of  a 
deceased  tenant  pur  autre  vie,  a  practice  sprang  up  of 
limiting  the  estate  to  the  executors  or  administrators 
instead  of  to  the  heirs. 
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(2)  By  the  assignment  to  another  person  of  an  existing  estate 

for  life,  whioh  latter  estate  may  have  arisen  either  by 
act  of  parties,  or  by  operation  of  law,  as  curtesy  or  dower ; 
and  the  assignment  is,  like  the  express  limitation  above 
referred  to,  either  to  the  grantee  simply,  or  to  him  and 
his  heirs,  or  to  him  and  his  executors  or  administrators, 
during  the  life  of  cestui  que  vie. 

(3)  By  operation  of  law,  when,  before  the  abolition  of  for- 
feiture by  33  &  34  Vict.  o.  60,  an  estate  for  the  term  of 
the  life  of  an  attainted  traitor,  who  was  entitled  to  an 
estate  for  his  own  life,  was  by  forfeiture  cast  upon  the 
king ;  or  when,  before  the  practical  abolition  of  general 
occupancy  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  an  estate  for  the 
term  of  the  life  of  another  person  was,  upon  the  death 
of  a  t&nasit  pur  autre  vie,  cast  upon  the  general  occupant 
in  maimer  hereinafter  mentioned ;  or,  since  that  statute, 
when  the  estate  is  cast  upon  the  executor  or  administrator 
of  a  deceased  tenant  ^t^r  autre  vie. 

For  the  purpose  of  creating  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  by  assign- 
ment, the  estate  of  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue 
extinct  does  not  differ  from  an  estate  for  life.  (3  Brest.  Cony. 
171,  172.)  The  assign  is  punishable  for  waste.  (Co.  litt. 
28  a ;  2  Inst.  302.) 

Heirs  as  When  an  estate  pur  autre  vie  arises  either  de  novo  by  express 

^^^^ts.  limitation,  or  by  the  assignment  of  an  existing  estate  for  life, 
the  omission  to  specify  the  heirs  in  the  grant  has  still  an  im- 
portant influence  upon  the  transmission  of  the  estate  upon  the 
death  of  the  tenant  pur  autre  vie  in  the  lifetime  of  cestui  que  vie. 
It  will  be  observed  that,  in  external  form,  the  limitation  to  a 
grantee  and  his  heirs,  during  the  life  of  cestui  qui  vie,  resembles 
the  limitation  of  a  determinable  fee.  But  because  the  event 
which  is  to  determine  the  estate  is  not  such  as  may  by  possi- 
bility never  happen,  no  fee  arises.  In  a  determinable  limitation, 
the  determining  clause  must  not  be  radically  inconsistent  with 
the  preceding  limitation,  which  is  subject  to  it ;  that  is  to  say, 
the  determination  must  be  only  possible,  not  certain,  so  that  by 
possibility  the  preceding  limitation  may  endure  throughout  its 
whole  possible  extent. 
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It  follows,  that  the  word  heirs  when  used  in  this  sense  is  not 
properly  a  word  of  limitation.  By  yirtue  of  the  grant,  the  heir 
of  the  tenant  pur  autre  vie  has,  on  the  death  of  his  ancestor  in 
the  lifetime  of  cestui  que  vie,  a  right  of  entry ;  but  the  right  does 
not  descend  to  him  as  heir.  It  deyolyes  upon  him  by  the 
peculiar  title  styled  occupancy ;  which  in  the  case  of  the  heir  is 
styled  special  occupancy,  to  distinguish  it  from  the  general  occu- 
pancy which  formerly  existed  upon  the  death  of  a  tenant  pur 
autre  Hey  leaving  no  special  occupant.  This  title  accrues  to  the 
heir  by  reason  of  his  being  named  in  the  grant,  and  not  by  any 
title  of  inheritance.  And  similarly,  when  an  estate  pur  autre 
vie  is  made  the  subject  of  a  quasi-entail,  purporting  to  be  Umited 
to  one  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  such  special  heirs  do  not  take 
by  descent,  and  the  words  are  not  properly  words  of  limitation, 
but  only  words  nominating  a  succession  of  special  occupants. 
{Law  V.  BuiTon,  3  P.  Wms.  262.)  Until  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
made  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  heir  as  special  occupant, 
assets  to  the  same  extent  as  a  fee  simple,  no  action  lay  against 
the  heir  upon  his  ancestor's  bond  specifying  the  heirs.* 

But  when  the  heir  is  not  named  in  the  grant,  he  has  no  better  General 
title  by  occupancy  than  any  one  else ;  and,  by  the  common  law, 
if  the  possession  was  vacant  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  j[>2/r  autre 
vi€y  any  stranger  who  first  entered  gained  the  freehold  for  the 
residue  of  the  life  of  cestui  que  vie,  by  the  title  of  general  occu^ 
pancy,  and  he  was  styled  the  general  occupant,  t  (Co.  litt.  41  b.) 
If  the  possession  was  not  vacant,  the  law  cast  the  freehold,  with 

*  ''Such  efitates  certainlj  are  not  estates  of  inheritanoe.  They  have  been 
Bometimee  called,  tiioagh  improperly,  descendible  freeholds.  Strictlj  speakings 
they  are  not  descendible  freeholds,  because  the  heir-at-law  does  not  take  hy 
descent.  If  an  action  at  common  law  had  been  brought  against  the  heir  on 
the  bond  of  his  ancestor,  he  might  have  pleaded  rietu  per  descent ;  for  these 
estates  were  not  liable  to  the  debts  of  the  ancestor  before  the  Statute  of  Frauds." 
Lord  Kenyon,  in  Doe  y.  Zuxton,  6  T.  R.  289,  at  p.  291.  Lord  Hardwicke,  in 
Mipley  y.  Watertporih,  7  Yes.  426,  at  pp.  437,  438,  says: — ''for  though  he  is 
deeoribed  as  heir,  he  does  not  take  it  as  such,  but  as  a  special  occupant  named 
in  the  grant."  In  Sef/mor's  Case,  10  Kep.  96,  at  p.  98  a,  they  are  said  to  be 
descendible,  but  not  of  inheritance.  See  also  Nor  (hen  y.  Carney  ie,  4  Drew.  687, 
at  p.  690. 

T  "  He  that  can  first  hap  it,  shall  enjoy  out  the  term."  Finch,  Law,  p.  115. 
But  the  possession  of  land  held  .;Mir  autre  vie  is  not  more  likely  to  be  lefib  yaoant 
by  the  death  of  the  tenant,  than  the  possession  of  land  held  for  any  other 
estate ;  and  the  cases  in  which  any  one  could  *'hap  it"  and  acquire  a  title 
subsequently  to  the  death  of  the  tenant  jwr  autre  r«tf,  must  haye  been  extremdy 
rare.  The  aim  of  sect.  12  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  to  make  the  lands  assets 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  not,  as  has  often  (but  absurdly)  been  said,  to  prevent 
"  Bcramblmg  for  the  lands." 
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the  like  title  and  style,  upon  the  person  in  possession  (1  Prest. 
Est.  259) ;  suoh  as  the  tenant  for  years,  or  at  will,  of  the  tenant 
pur  autre  vie.  The  object  of  this  general  occupancy  was  to 
prevent  a  vacancy,  or  abeyance  of  the  freehold.  (Bacon,  Uses, 
38.)  There  was  no  general  occupancy  of  copyholds,  because 
the  seisin  of  them  is  in  the  lord.  {Zouch  v.  Forae,  7  East,  186.) 
But  there  might  be  special  occupancy  of  a  copyhold.  {Doe  v. 
Martin^  2  W.  Bl.  1148.)  And  a  custom  of  a  manor  that,  on 
the  death  intestate  of  tenant  pur  autre  He  during  the  life  of 
cestui  que  tne,  the  copyhold  shall  go  to  the  latter  for  life,  is  a 
good  custom.     {Doe  v.  Ooddardj  1  B.  &  C.  522.) 


Who  may  be 
bpeoial  occu- 
pants. 


Though  the  heir  took  as  special  occupant  by  the  nomination 
of  the  grantor  and  not  by  inheritance,  it  seems  to  be  the  better 
opinion  that  the  heir  alone,  and  not  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator, could  be  named  as  special  occupant  in  the  grant.  (Harg. 
n.  4  on  Co.  litt.  41  b ;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Fdates,  F.  1 ;  Lord 
Kedesdale  in  Campbell  v.  SandySy  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  281,  at  p.  289. 
See,  however,  1  Sugd.  Pow.  8th  ed.  p.  193,  note.)  If  the  heir 
and  the  executor  are  both  named  in  the  grant,  the  heir  has  the 
special  occupancy.     {Atkinson  v.  Baker^  4  T.  E.  229.) 


Effect  of 
naming  the 
heirs  of  the 
body  as 
special  occa- 
pants. 


The  heirs  of  the  body  may  be  named  as  special  occupants ; 
and  the  naming  of  them  affects  the  quantum  of  the  estate,  which 
is  less  than  the  quantum  of  a  similar  estate  limited  to  the  heirs 
general.  If  a  tenant  for  his  own  life  makes  a  lease  to  the 
immediate  reversioner  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  during  the  life 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  this  will  be  no  surrender.  (3  Prest. 
Conv.  22.)  The  possibility  that  there  may  be  a  failure  of  the 
heirs  of  the  reversioner's  body,  by  his  death  without  issue  during 
the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  gives  to  the  latter  a  reversion 
upon  his  own  grant,  so  that  the  last-mentioned  grant  is  only 
the  grant  of  an  imder-lease,  which  is  therefore  incapable  of 
merger  in  the  reversioner's  estate. 


Whether  per-       After  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  the 
sentetiveT"     question,  whether  the  executor  or  administrator  might  be  named 

may  bo  q)ccial  ^g  special  occupant,  had  no  practical  importance  so  far  as  free- 
occupants.  *  . 

hold  lands  are  concerned;  because,  if  there  was  no  special 
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oooupant,  he  would  take  the  estate  by  foroe  of  the  statute. 
And  he  would  take  it  as  an  estate  of  freehold.  {Oldham  v. 
Pickering  J  2  Salk.  464 ;  this  point  is  stated  more  fully  in  Garth. 
376.) 

Before  the  case  of  Ripley  v.  Waterxcorth^  7  Ves.  425,  the 
opinion  that  personal  representatives  might  be  named  as  special 
occupants  seems  to  have  appeared  only  by  way  of  casual  surmise. 
(See  2  Vem.  719 ;  3  Atk.  466.)  In  the  last-mentioned  case 
Lord  Eldon  seems  to  have  inclined  towards  the  same  opinion. 
But  since  the  question  did  not  call  for  decision,*  this  opinion  was 
obiter  dictum ;  and  the  question  had  so  long  been  deprived  of 
nearly  all  its  practical  importance  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
that  the  principles  upon  which  its  solution  depends  seem  to  have 
fallen  into  complete  oblivion.  The  question  is  now  purely  a 
matter  of  historical  criticism. 

Of  things  which  at  the  common  law  lie  in  grant,  and  of  which  Oooapancj  of 
therefore  no  possession  could  be  taken,  there  was  no  general  herei&ta- 
occupancy.     (Co.  Litt.  41  b.)     But  of  such  things  there  might  "^®^**- 
at  the  common  law  (and  still  may)  be  special  occupancy.     (Litt. 
sect.  739,  and  Lord  Coke's  comment,  where  the  word  occupant 
evidently  means  general  occupant ;  16  Vin.  Abr.  71  =  Occupant y 
D.)     It  was  held  that  neither  an  executor  nor  an  administrator 
could  be  special  occupant  of  a  rent,  in  Salter  v.  Butler^  Telv.  9, 
Cro.  Eliz.  901.     In  Northen  v.  Carnegie ^  4  Drew.  587,  it  was 
laid  down,  apparently  obiter^  that  an  executor  may  be  special 
occupant  both  of  land  and  of  incorporeal  hereditaments. 

The  tenant  ^e^r  autre  vie  had,  at  the  common  law,  an  absolute  ABsignable  at 
ngnt  of  abenation  %nter  vivos^  whether  his  heir  was  entitled  as  law. 
special  occupant  or  not ;  and,  in  the  latter  case,  the  estate  of  the 
assign  was  not  affected  by  the  death  of  the  assignor.  (Co.  litt. 
41  b ;  Utti/  Dale*8  Case^  Cro.  Eliz.  182.)  Estates  pur  autre  vie 
were  not  made  deviseable  by  the  Statutes  of  WiUs,  32  Hen.  8, 
0.  1,  and  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  5. 

*  In  Ripley  r.  Waterworth  there  conld  be  no  doubt  that  the  executor  was 
entitled  to  the  estate,  either  as  special  occupant,  or,  if  an  executor  cannot  be 
a  special  occupant,  then  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  mentioned  below.  The 
question  was,  whether  he  held  the  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir,  or  for  the 
benefit  of  the  reeiduanr  legatees.  Lord  Eldon  decided  that,  in  either  case,  he 
held  the  estate  for  the  ben^t  of  the  latter  ;  therefore  it  was  not  necessarj  to 
express  anj  opinion  as  to  the  means  bj  which  he  came  to  the  estate. 
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Hade  devise- 
able  by  the 
Statute  of 
Frauds. 


And  distri- 
batable  as 
assets. 


By  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  s.  12,  it  is  enacted 
that  any  estate  pur  autre  vie  shall  be  deviseable  ;  and,  if  no  de- 
vise be  made,  shall  be  chargeable  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  if  it 
shall  come  to  him  by  reason  of  a  special  occupancy,  as  assets  by 
descent,  as  in  case  of  lands  in  fee  simple ;  and  in  case  there  be 
no  special  occupant  thereof,  it  shall  go  to  the  executors  or  admi- 
nistrators of  the  party  that  had  the  estate  thereof  by  virtue  of 
the  grant,  and  shall  be  assets  in  their  hands. 

It  is  commonly  said,  that  this  enactment  made  tenancy  by 
general  occupancy  for  the  future  impossible.  (Harg.  n.  5  on 
Co.  Litt.  41  b.)  But  Preston  has  suggested  that  general  occu- 
pancy might  still  be  possible,  during  the  interval  between  the 
death  intestate  of  a  tenant  pur  autre  He  and  the  grant  of  admi- 
nistration.    (1  Brest.  Conv.  44.) 

In  Oldham  v.  Pickeringy  2  Salk.  464,  Carth.  376,  it  was 
decided  that  the  estate  in  the  executor's  hands  was  assets  only 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  that,  these  being  satisfied,  the 
executor,  being  "  as  it  were  the  occupant,"  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  make  any  distribution.  In  consequence  of  this 
dedsion,  it  was  enacted  by  14  Q-eo.  2,  c.  20,  s.  9,  that  (if  there 
be  no  special  occupant)  estates  pur  autre  vie^  so  far  as  not  devised, 
should  be  applied  and  distributed  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
personal  estate. 

The  Statute  of  Frauds,  s.  12,  and  the  14  Geo.  2,  c.  20,  s.  9, 
are  repealed  by  the  Wills  Act,  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  o.  26,  s.  2 ; 
but  they  are  substantially  re-enacted  and  extended  to  copyholds 
and  incorporeal  hereditaments  by  sects.  3  and  6. 


Qoasi-entaila 
of  estates  ^Mr 
autre  vie. 


This  kind  of  estate,  though  a  tenement,  is  not  intailable  by 
virtue  of  the  statute  De  Bonis ^  not  being  a  hereditament.  {Grrey 
V.  Mannock,  2  Eden,  339.)  But  it  is  susceptible  of  limitations 
in  the  nature  of  a  quasi-entail,  which,  if  they  are  not  destroyed 
by  some  act  of  the  quasi-tenant  in  tail,  will  give  rise  to  a  quasi- 
desoent  resembling  the  descent  of  an  estate  tail ;  that  is  to  say, 
an  estate  pur  autre  vie  does  not,  as  a  mere  chattel  or  chattel 
interest  does,  vest  absolutely  in  a  tenant  in  tail  by  purchase. 
(For  a  remarkable  example,  see  Mogg  v.  Mogg^  1  Mer.  654, 
where  see  note  at  p.  688.)  If  the  estate  pur  autre  vie  is  conveyed 
subject  to  limitations  which  would  create  an  entail  in  an  inherit- 
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able  tenement,  any  person  entitled  as  quasi-tenant  in  tail  in 
possession  can,  without  otherwise  barring  the  quasi-entaU,  con- 
vey the  whole  estate  by  any  assurance  which  would  pass  an 
estate  pur  autre  vie.  (Fearne,  Cont.  Bern.  10th  ed.  496,  and 
cases  there  cited  in  margin.)  It  seems  to  have  been  thought 
by  Lords  Northington  and  Kenyon,  that,  since  these  estates 
have  been  made  deviseable,  quasi-entails  of  them  might  be 
barred  by  will.  (See  Doe  v.  Luxton,  6  T.  E.  289,  at  p.  293.) 
But  quasi-remainders  limited  over  upon  the  quasi-estate  tail 
cannot  be  barred  by  will.  {Dillon  v.  Dillorty  1  Ball  &  B.  77 ; 
Campbell  v.  Sandys^  1  Sch.  &  Lef .  281 ;  Allen  v.  Allen^  2  Dr. 
&  War.  307.)  And  a  quasi-tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  cannot, 
by  conveyance  inter  vivosy  bar  the  quasi-remainders  over,  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  person  entitled  in  possession.  {Allen  v, 
Allen^  ubi  supra,)  If  the  estate  is  suffered  to  descend,  it  will 
descend  according  to  the  form  of  the  quasi-entail ;  and  any 
quasi-remainders  which  may  be  limited  over  will  take  efPect,  if 
they  become  interests  in  possession  during  the  life  of  cestui  que 
rie^  unless  previously  displaced  by  any  such  conveyance  as 
aforesaid. 
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CHAPTER  XXV. 


OF  CONCURRENT  OWNERSHIP. 


An  estate,  whether  in  possession  or  in  remainder,  admita  of 
being  so  limited  that  several  distinct  individuals  maybe  entitled 
to  concurrent  and  simultaneous  interests.  Moreover,  several 
persons  may  take  the  same  estate  concurrently  by  descent ;  either 
at  the  common  law,  in  the  case  of  a  descent  to  several  sisters, 
or  the  representatives  of  several  si8t^rs;  or  by  a  descent  in  gavel- 
kind among  several  brothers,  or  their  representatives;  or  by 
other  special  custom,  among  several  brothers  and  sisters,  or 
their  representatives.  The  several  individuals  so  entitled  will, 
according  to  the  nature  of  the  relation  subsisting  between 
their  interests,  be  (1)  joint  tenants,  (2)  tenants  in  common, 
(3)  peux3eners,  also  styled  coparceners,  or  (4)  tenants  by  en- 
tireties. 

This  arrangement  is  the  most  convenient  for  the  purpose  of 
discussion,  though  it  is  not  the  most  logical.  According  to  the 
degree  of  the  intimacy  uniting  the  interests  of  the  concurrent 
owners,  the  order  of  the  arrangement  should  be  as  follows : 
tenants  by  entireties,  joint  tenants,  coparceners,  and  tenants  in 
common.  But  joint  tenancy  and  tenancy  in  common  are  of 
frequent  occurrence  in  practice.  Assurances  are  always  made 
to  trustees  as  joint  tenants,  in  order  that  the  survivor  or  sur- 
vivors may  retain  the  whole  estate ;  and  assurances,  especially 
devises,  are  frequently  made  to  beneficial  owners  as  tenants  in 
common.  Coparcenary  is  not  common,  because  the  descent  of 
lands  is  not  common ;  and  in  the  majority  of  the  cases  which 
happen,  the  descent  is  not  among  coparceners.  Tenancy  by 
entireties,  from  the  circumstances  under  which  it  arose,  was 
always  rare ;  and  recent  legislation  may  perhaps  have  made  it 
for  the  future  impossible. 


« 
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Some  remarks  upon  cross  remainders  are  added  to  the  remarks 
made  upon  tenancy  in  common,  by  reason  of  the  intimate  prac- 
tical connection  between  the  two  subjects. 


(1)  Joint  Tenancy. 

Littleton's  definition  of  joint  tenancy  is  founded  upon  the  Definition 
mode  in  which  an  estate  is  limited  to  joint  tenants.  If  lands  limitation, 
are  limited  to  several  persons  by  name,  hubendum  to  them  for 
life,  or  lives,  those  persons  are  joint  tenants  during  that  life  or 
those  lives.  (litt.  sect.  277.)  They  have  an  estate  pur  autre 
me  in  joint  tenancy.  Similarly,  if  lands  are  limited  to  several 
persons  by  name,  habendum  to  them  and  their  heirs,  those 
persons  are  joint  tenants  in  fee  simple. 

By  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of 
1881,  s.  51,  a  joint  tenancy  in  fee  simple  may  be  created  by 
employing  the  words,  "in  fee  simple,"  in  lieu  of  the  words, 
"and  their  heirs,"  in  the  last-mentioned  limitation.  {Vide 
supra,  p.  196.) 

Joint  tenancy  is  equally  applicable  to  fees  (except  fees  in 
general  tail,  as  mentioned  in  the  next  following  paragraph), 
to  estates  of  mere  freehold,  and  to  chattel  interests.  (Litt. 
sect.  281.) 

An  estate  in  general  tail  cannot  be  limited  in  joint  tenancy,  Estates  tail, 
because  (except  under  the  circumstances  which  would  make  the 
estate  an  estate  in  special  tail)  there  cannot  be  a  single  heir  of 
the  bodies  of  the  donees ;  and  the  right  of  the  several  heirs  in 
tail  of  the  several  donees  to  inherit  secundum  formam  doniy 
which  is  expressly  conferred  upon  heirs  in  tail  by  the  statute 
De  Donisy  would  be  repugnant  to  the  right  of  the  surviving  joint 
tenants,  upon  the  death  of  one,  to  enjoy  the  whole  estate,  which 
is  the  most  prominent  characteristic  of  joint  tenancy.  A  limi- 
tation to  several  persons  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  other 
than  a  limitation  to  two  persons  capable  of  lawful  marriage 
and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  gives  them  a  joint  life  estate, 
followed  by  remainders  to  them  severally,  in  general  tail,  a9 
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tenants  in  oommon.     (litt.  sect.  283,  and  Lord  Coke's  oom- 
jnent.) 

Ajx  estate  in  special  tail,  if  limited  to  a  man  and  a  woman 
not  married  but  capable  of  lawful  marriage,  and  the  heirs  of 
their  two  bodies,  will  be  an  estate  in  joint  tenancy.  If  the 
parties  had  been  married  at  the  time  when  the  limitation  took 
effect,  they  would,  at  the  common  law,  be  tenants  by  entireties. 
Ab  hereinafter  mentioned,  it  is  uncertain  what  is  the  operation, 
in  this  respect,  of  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882. 


Ju$  acere' 
tcendi. 


Doeenot 
neoessarily 
confer  equal 
advantage 
upon  all. 


The  distinguishing  characteristic  of  joint  tenancy  is  styled 
jtis  accrescendiy  or  the  right  by  survivorship.  Upon  the  death  of 
one  out  of  seyeral  joint  tenants,  the  survivors  hold  the  whole 
estate,  and  nothing  passes  to  the  representatives  in  title  (whether 
real  or  personal)  of  the  deceased  tenant.     (litt.  sect.  280.) 

But  the  practical  advantage  of  theyt^  accreacendi  is  not  neces- 
sarily equal  for  each  of  the  joint  tenants;  for  two  men  may 
have  a  joint  estate  for  the  life  of  one  of  them ;  in  which  case,  if 
that  one  who  is  cestui  que  vie  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
other,  the  estate  is  determined,  whereas,  if  the  other  should  die 
in  the  lifetime  of  cestui  que  vie,  the  latter  has  the  whole  estate, 
and  becomes  thenceforward  sole  tenant  for  his  own  life.  (Co. 
Litt.  181  b.)  It  still  remains  true,  that  each  upon  the  death  of 
the  other  takes  the  whole  estate ;  but  in  the  one  case,  the  whole 
estate  which  he  takes  is  reduced  to  nothing. 

The  right  by  survivorship  is  liable  to  be  defeated  by  any  act 
which  severs  the  joint  tenancy  and  turns  it  to  a  tenancy  in 
common. 


Identity  of 

their  interest 
and  title. 


Joint  tenants  must  claim  an  equal  interest  by  the  same  title 
and  in  the  scune  right.  (Co.  Litt.  189  a ;  ibid.  299  b.)  There- 
fore they  can  only  take  by  purchase.  And  under  limitations  at 
the  common  law,  they  must  all  take  simultaneously.  But  in 
limitations  by  way  of  use,  if  the  use  is  declared  jointly  to  several 
persons,  some  of  whom  are  not  yet  ascertained  or  not  yet  in 
being,  such  last-mentioned  persons,  if  and  when  they  are  ascer- 
tained or  come  into  being,  will  be  joint  tenants  with  the  others ; 
and  the  same  rule  holds  good,  when  the  interests  arise  by  devise. 
(Co.  Litt.  188  a,  and  Harg.  n.  13  thereon ;  2  Frest.  Abst.  56.) 
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The  identity  of  the  interest  and  title  of  joint  tenants  is  com- 
monly analysed  into  the  "  fourfold  unity"  of  interest,  title,  time, 
and  possession.  (2  Bl.  Com.  180—184.)  This  analysis  has 
perhaps  attracted  attention  rather  by  reason  of  its  captivating 
appearance  of  symmetry  and  exactness,  than  by  reason  of  its 
practical  utility.  It  means  only,  that  each  joint  tenant  stands, 
in  all  respects,  in  exactly  the  same  position  as  each  of  the  others; 
and  that  anything  which  creates  a  distinction  either  severs  the 
joint  tenancy  or  prevents  it  from  arising.  Blackstone  seems 
not  to  have  adverted  to  the  fact,  that  the  "  unity  of  time  "  is 
not,  under  the  learning  of  uses  and  devises,  an  indispensable 
requisite. 

Joint  tenants  are  said  to  be  seised  per  my  et  per  tout ;  which  For  purposes 
expression  properly  refers  to  ttco  only,  two  being  taken  as  a  type  their  intereets 
or  pattern  for  two  or  more.     In  one  sense  each  has  nothing,  and  "*  "ei""**®- 
in  another  sense  each  has  the  wholej  nihil  per  se  separatim  et 
totum  conjundim.     (Co.  Litt.  186  a.)     In  another  sense,  each 
has  an  equal  aliquot  share ;  namely,  for  purposes  of  alienation, 
whether  total  or  partial,  and  for  purposes  of  forfeiture.     {Ibid.) 
Each  can  alienate  his  aliquot  share,  and  can  thereby  sever  the 
joint  tenancy  and  turn  it  to  a  tenancy  in  common.*    Herein 
joint  tenants  differ  horn  tenemts  by  entireties,  who  are  seised 
per  tout  only,  and  not  ^;^r  my ;   and  of  whom,  accordingly, 
neither  can  prejudice  the  right  by  survivorship  of  the  other  to 
succeed  to  the  whole  in  severalty.     (2  Bl.  Com.  182.) 


*  With  regard  to  the  quostion,  whether  a  partial  alienatioii,  that  is,  an  aliena- 
tiooL  of  the  joint  tenant*  a  share  for  less  than  his  whole  estate,  wiU  oompletelj 
sever  the  joint  tenancy,  or  will  onlj  suspend  it  durina^  the  continoanoe  of  the 
less  estate,  there  seem  to  be  some  distmotions,  acoording  to  the  estate  of  the 
joint  tenants. 

If  one  joint  tenant  in  fee  makes  a  lease /o/*  life  or  live*  of  his  share,  it  seems  to 
be  at  least  the  bettor  opinion,  that  this  is  a  C3mplete  seyeranoe  ;  and  that,  if  he 
diooLd  die  daring  the  lease,  the  reversion  in  his  share  wiU  descend  to  his  heir 
ir^iftftoii  of  acoming  to  the  other  joint  tenants.  But  there  seems  to  be  no  reason 
for  extending  this  doctrine  to  the  case  of  a  lease /or  yeart  made  bj  a  joint  tenant 
in  fee  simple. 

If  a  joint  tenant  of  a  term  of  years  makes  a  lease  of  his  share  for  a  less  term, 
this  is  a  complete  severanoe. 

See  Litt.  sect.  302  and  Lord  Coke's  Comment,  and  Sym^»  Coie,  Cro.  Eliz.  33. 

Bat  in  order  that  a  grant  by  one  joint  tenant  may  bind  his  feUows,  it  mast  be 
the  grant  of  an  estate,  and  not  the  g^rant  of  a  mere  incnmbranoe  or  harden  on 
the  estate,  sach  as  a  rent- charge  or  a  right  of  conmion ;  for  it  is  the  maxim  of 
the  law,  that  though  alisnatio  rei  prafertur  juri  aeercBcendij  jet  Jut  aeereteendi 
pTitfertur  oneribus.     (Co.  Litt.  185  a.) 
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Effect  of 
seyeranoe  on 
a  lease  for 
lives. 


The  following  point  is  practically  important.  When  two  or 
more  persons  are  joint  tenants  for  t^giiJixfia^hether  by  express 
limitation  or  by  implication  of  law,  and  although  the  limitation 
be  expressly  to  the  survivor  of  them,  then,  on  a  severance  of  the 
joint  tenancy,  the  share  of  each  will  afterwards  be  held  for  his 
own  life  only.  (Co.  Litt.  191  a ;  2  Prest.  Abst.  63.)  This 
is  because  the  words  in  italics  are  mere  surplusage,  which 
express  nothing  which  the  law  would  not  without  them  have 
implied.  Hence  it  appears,  observes  Lord  Coke,  that  a  sever- 
ance of  the  joint  tenancy  of  a  lease  for  lives  is  beneficial  to 
the  lessor. 

In  the  limitation  of  a  fee  simple  in  joint  tenancy,  the  words 
above  placed  in  italics,  instead  of  erring  from  mere  superfluity, 
are  highly  pernicious.  They  turn  the  limitation  to  a  joint  free- 
hold for  lives,  with  a  contingent  remainder  in  fee  simple  to  the 
survivor.     (Butl.  n.  1  on  Co.  litt.  191  a.) 


Partition. 


At  the  common  law,  one  or  more  joint  tenants  could  not  be 
compelled  by  the  other  or  others  to  make  partition.  (litt. 
sect.  290.)  Voluntary  partition  between  them  can  be  made 
only  by  deed.  (Co.  litt.  169  a ;  ibid,  187  a.)  By  the  statutes 
31  Hen.  8,  c.  1,  and  32  Hen.  8,  c.  32,  the  same  right  of  parti- 
tion as  appertained  at  common  law  to  coparceners,  is  given  both 
to  joint  tenants  and  to  tenants  in  common.  By  the  Partition 
Act,  1868,  31  &  32  Vict.  c.  40,  and  the  Partition  Act,  1876, 
39  &  40  Vict.  c.  17,  the  Court  is  empowered,  subject  to  certain 
conditions,  to  substitute  a  sale  for  an  actual  partition. 


(2)  Tenancy  in  Common. 


Is  a  sole 
ownership. 


A  tenancy  in  common,  though  it  is  an  ownership  only  of  an 
imdivided  share,  is,  for  all  practical  purposes,  a  sole  and  several 
tenancy  or  ownership ;  and  each  tenant  in  common  stands, 
towards  his  own  imdivided  share,  in  the  same  relation  that,  if 
he  were  sole  owner  of  the  whole,  he  would  bear  towards  the 
whole.  And  accordingly,  one  tenant  in  common  must  convey 
his  share  to  another,  by  some  assurance  which  is  proper  to 
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oonvey  an  undivided  hereditament ;  and  he  cannot  so  convey' 
by  release  ♦     (2  Prest.  Abst.  77.) 

A  title  by  tenancy  in  common  may  be  claimed  by  prescrip- 
tion, (litt.  sect.  310.)  This  proves  the  severalty  of  the 
interest. 

A  man  who,  in  his  official  capacity,  is  a  corporation  sole,  as  a 
bishop,  may  be  tenant  in  common  with  himself,  in  respect  of 
his  two  capacities,  as  an  individual  and  a  corporation.  {Co. 
litt.  190  a.) 

Tenancy  in  common  may  arise  in  any  of  the  following  ^^^^°^7 
ways: — 

(1)  By  express  limitation. 

At  the  common  law  a  gift  or  limitation  contained  in  the 
premisses  of  a  deed,  which  standing  by  itself  would  have 
created  a  joint  tenancy,  might  be  turned  to  a  tenancy  in 
common  by  express  words  in  the  habendum ;  such  as, 
habendum  the  one  moiety  to  the  one  and  the  other  moiety 
to  the  other  of  them.     (Co.  Litt.  183  b.) 

In  modem  assurances,  which  are  commonly  made 
under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  tenancy  in  common  is  limited 
in  the  habendum^  by  declaring  the  use  ^^  as  to  one  equal 
undivided  moiety,"  or  other  fractional  part,  to  one  of  the 
persons,  with  similar  declarations  in  favour  of  the  others 
respectively. 

(2)  By  the  severance  of  a  joint  tenancy.     (litt.  sect.  292.) 

(3)  Similarly,  by    severance,   through    alienation,    without 

partition,  of  the  interests  of  coparceners.     (litt.  sect. 
309.) 
.  (4)  By  construction  of  law. 

(i)  If  a   (contingent)  remainder  be   limited  to  the 
heirs  of  two  living  persons,  not  being  husband 


*  *<  One  tenant  in  common  may  infeoffe  bis  companion,  bnt  not  releaae,  because 
tbe  freebold  is  seTerall.  Jojnteiianta  may  release,  but  not  infeoffe,  because  tbe 
f reebold  is  joynt ;  but  coparceners  may  botb  infeoffe  and  release,  because  their 
■eiBm  to  some  intents  is  joynt,  and  to  some  several].**  (Go.  Litt.  200  b.)  But 
any  kind  of  assurance  by  a  joint  tenant  is  construed  to  oe  a  release.  (Euttaee 
T.  Seawen,  Oro.  Jac  697  ;  ChetUr  y.  Willan^  2  Wms.  Saund.  96,  where  see  tho 
notes,  on  the  general  doctrine  as  to  construing  words,  whenever  it  can  possibly 
be  done,  so  as  to  give  effect  to  the  intention.) 

C'.R.P.  Z 
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and  wife,  which  remainder  must  therefore  vest  in 
interest  at  different  times,  the  respectiye  heirs 
will  take  as  tenants  in  common.  (Windham^ 8 
Case,  5  Eep.  7,  at  p.  8  a,  resolution  3 ;  Eoe  t. 
Qmrtley,  1  T.  E.  630.) 
(ii)  Under  a  limitation,  in  the  form  of  an  estate  tail, 
to  two  persons  neither  married  nor  capable  of 
lawful  marriage,  or  to  three  or  more  persons, 
they  will  taJke  in  common.  {Wtnd/mm*8  Ca^e^ 
ubi  supra,  resolution  4.) 

Other  instances  might  be  specified ;  but  in  the  present 
state  of  the  law,  they  are  not  material  in  practice. 


The  flhares 
may  be 
unequal. 


There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  or  origin  of  tenancy  in 
common  to  import  any  necessity  that  the  shares  taken  by  the 
different  tenants  must  be  equal ;  because  they  hold  by  several, 
or  different,  titles,  not  by  a  joint  title.  (litt.  sect.  292.) 
Their  shares  will,  accordingly,  be  unequal,  whenever  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  their  titles  arose  were  such  as  to 
institute  any  diversity  between  them.  On  an  express  limitation, 
unequal  shares  may  be  expressly  limited ;  and  then  the  shares 
will  be  unequal  from  the  commencement  of  the  tenancy.  When 
the  origin  of  a  tenancy  in  common  is  by  the  severance  of  a  joint 
tenancy,  or  by  a  change  in  the  title  of  coparceners,  the  shares 
will  in  their  inception  be  equal ;  but  inequality  may  be  subse- 
quently introduced,  by  more  than  one  of  such  equal  shares 
becoming  united  in  the  same  hands. 


Cross  re- 
mainders : 
how  con- 
nected with 
tenancy  in 
oommon. 


The  subject  of  cross  remainders  is  intimately  connected  with 
tenancy  in  common ;  because  the  cross  remainders  .  are  neces- 
sarily, and  the  particular  estates  upon  which  they  are  limited 
may  be,  and  frequently  are,  limited  by  way  of  tenancy  in 
common. 

The  following  remarks  will  be  confined  to  particular  estates 
tail,  followed  by  cross  remainders  in  tail;  which  is  the  only 
form  in  which  cross  remainders  are  material  to  be  considered  in 
practice. 


OF  OONCUBEEKT  OWNERSHIP.  839 

'    The  partit)ular  estates  upon  which  the  cross  remainders  depend  In  Beoamto 
may  either  be  estates  tail  in  separate  parcels  of  land,  or  may  be  SnSuvM^ 
estates 'tail  in  several  undivided  shares  of  the  same  parcel  of  "^*^^« 
land.    In  other  words,  a  man  having  several  distinct  farms,  or 
o&dr  parcels,  may  limit  them  separately  in  tail  to  separate 
persons,  with  cross  remainders  between  them ;   or  having  one 
parcel  only,  may  limit  that  parcel  in  tail  to  several  persons  as 
tenants  in  common,  with  cross  remainders  between  them  of  their 
several  undivided  shares. 

When  cross  remainders  are  limited  in  respect  of  undivided 
shares  of  the  same  parcel,  these  shares  are  in  practice  always 
equal,  and  the  limitation  of  the  remainders  is  also  in  equal 
shares.  The  following  remarks  will  be  confined  to  equal  oross 
remainders  between  equal  undivided  shares  of  the  same  parcel. 

Gross  remainders  between    two    persons    only  present    no  To  two 
difficulty  to  the  imagination.     Lands  are  limited  as  to  one  ^^®™*^' 
undivided  moiety  to  A  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  B  in  tail ; 
and  as  to  the  other  imdivided  moiety  to  B  in  tail,  with  re- 
mainder to  A  in  tail. 

The  general  result  of  a  similar  limitation,  when  made  to  To  more  than 
more  than  two  persons,  expressed  in  somewhat  colloquial 
language,  is,  that  upon  the  failure  of  each  stock,  its  share  is 
divided  equally  among  the  other  stocks ;  and  so  often  as  another 
failure  of  a  stock  occurs,  the  share  held  by  that  stock,  ichether 
wiginal  or  accrued^  is  divided  equally  among  the  still  subsisting 
stocks;  so  that,  when  the  stocks  have  been  reduced  to  two, 
each  will  have  obtained  a  moiety;  and  finally,  the  last  sub- 
sisting stock  will  get  the  whole. 

This  process  of  accruer  is,  of  course,  liable  at  any  stage  to  be 
interrupted  in  respect  to  each  stock,  by  such  stock  barring  the 
entail  in  its  share. 

The  more  formal  definition  given  by  Preston  is  as  follows : —  Preston's 
^'  Cross  remainders,  as  between  three  or  more  persons,  are  several 
remainders  limited  to  each  of  three  or  more  persons,  in  lands, 
or  the  parts  of  lands,  previously  limited  to  each  of  them,  and 
operatiug  by  way  of  successive  accumulated  remainders  on  the 
several  aliquot  parts,  which  each  takes  in  the  shares  of  the 
others ;  so  that,  in  the  first  place,  or  by  way  of  immediate  estate, 

y  *> 


340  THE  NATURE  AND  QUANTUM  OF  ESTATES. 

eacli  person  is  to  have  a  parcel  of*  land,  or  a  part  of  a  paroel  of 
land,  and  the  others,  as  tenants  in  common,  are  to  have  an 
estate  in  remainder  in  the  lands  or  part  of  this  person ;  and  the 
persons  taking  each  part  under  each  successive  gift  of  remainders, 
are  to  have  remainders,  in  like  manner,  in  the  part  limited  to 
each  other,  till  every  subdivided  part  is  divisible  between  two 
persons  only ;  and  then  each  of  these  persons  is  to  have  a  re-' 
mainder  in  the  share  of  the  other ;  so  that,  ultimately,  by  small 
undivided  parts,  the  entirety  of  the  lands  may  centre  in  one 
person."     (1  Prest.  Est  96.) 

Each  person  under  the  original  limitation  will  have  a  vested 
^tate  in  the  whole  of  the  lands,  made  up  of  separate  estates  in 
separate  fractions.  The  first  estate  will  be  an  estate  in  posses- 
sion in  his  own  aliquot  undivided  share ;  and  the  others  will  be 
remainders,  of  successively  increasing  degrees  of  remoteness,  in 
fractions  of  the  other  aliquot  shares.* 

Crosfl  re-  It  is  settled  law,  that  in  a  deed  cross  remainders  cannot  arise 

implication,     by  implication,  but  only  by  express  words.     {Cok  v.  Letingston'^ 

1  Vent.  224 ;  Doe  v.  Dorvell,  5  T.  E.  618.)     In  a  will  cross 

remainders  may  arise  by  implication ;  but  a  stronger  ground  of 


*  Suppose  a  smgle  parcel  of  land  to  be  limited  in  equal  shares  between  n  persona 
as  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general,  with  cross  remainders  between  them.    Then. 

the  original  share  of  each  is  -;  and  upon  the  extinction  of  the  first  stock,  ,each 

**       1 
obtains,  as  an  accruing  share, .     And  as  the  whole  is  always  divided 

«(«-l) 
equaUy,  it  follows  that,  after  the  extinction  of  r  stocks,  the  total  share  of  each  is 

;  and  therefore,  after  the  extinction  of  (r^-l)  stocks,  the  accruing  share  of 

each  is  .  Therefore  the  series  of  aooruing  shares,  oonsequent 

(n  — r)(»— r— 1) 

upon  the  successive  extinctions,  is  as  follows : — 

1  1  \ 1 

fi(«-l)'   («-l)(«-2)'    («~2)(«-3) („_r)(«-r-l)' 

Where  the  last  fraction  represents  the  share  accruing  bj  the  (r4-l)^^  extinction. 

Each,  therefore,  in  addition  to  his  orig^inal  share,  -,  has  a  series  of  fractional 

shares  in  remainder,  each  remainder  being  of  a  different  order  of  remoteness, 
depending  respectivelj  upon  the  extinction  of  the  stocks  suooessiveljr,  the  fractions 
being  shown  by  the  above  series. 

These  remainders  are  all  vested ;  because  the  mere  fact  that,  so  far  as  ooming 
into  possession  is  concerned,  they  might  be  defeated  by  the  previous  occurrence 
of  death  without  issue,  does  not  make  them  contingent ;  for  every  remainder  is  to 
this  extent  liable  to  be  defeated ;  and  if  this  alone  could  make  a  remainde;r  contin- 
gent, there  could  be  no  such  thing  as  a  vested  remainder. 
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presumption,  or  evidenoe  of  the  testator's  iutentioiiy  is  required 
when  the  limitation  is  to  three  or  more  persons,  than  when  it  is 
to  two  only.  (See  notes  to  Cook  v.  Getrardj  1  Wms.  Saund, 
170,  at  p.  185 ;  Powell  v.  Howells,  L.  E.  3  Q.  B.  654 ;  Se 
Midgets  TtnsstSy  L.  E.  7  Ch.  666 ;  Hannqford  v.  Sannaford,  L.  E.  ^ 
7  a  B.  116 ;  Hudson  v.  Hudaotiy  20  Ch.  D.  406.)  On  the 
question,  whether  cross  remainders  should  be  inserted  among 
the  limitations  of  an  exeoutorj  settlement,  see  Surteea  y.  Surtees, 
L.  E.  12  Eq.  400. 

Although  in  a  deed  express  words  are  required  to  create  cross  What  expr«M 
remainders,  yet  any  words  wiU  suffice  which  distinctly  express  gufficient. 
the  intention,  and  the  expression,  "  with  cross  remainders  be* 
tween  them  in  tail,"  is  quite  sufficient  for  the  purpose.*  That 
expression  is  used  in  the  short  form  of  marriage  settlement 
contained  in  the  Fourth  Schedule  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of 
1881,  which  circumstance  may  be  regarded  as  giving  to  it  some 
legislative  sanction ;  but  such  sanction  seems  not  to  be  neces- 
sary.t 


(3)   Coparcenary, 

Parceners,  or  coparceners,  are  two  or  more  persons  who  together  Definition  and 
constitute  a  single  heir ;  as  the  daughters,  where  there  is  no  heir  ^teriatlos.* 
male,  in  respect  to  common  law  lands,  and  the  sons,  in  respect 
to  gavelkind  lands.  (Litt.  sects.  241,  265.  As  to  gavelkind,  see 
more  at  large  Eob.  Gav.  138  et  seq.)  The  same  rule  holds  of 
sisters,  aunts,  and  other  groups  of  female  kinsmen  in  the  same  de- 
gree, there  being  no  prior  heir  male.  (Litt.  sect.  242.)  But  with 
respect  to  gavelkind  lands,  it  is  to  be  observed  that,  though  by 
the  custom  of  Kent  the  rule  of  coparcenary  extends  to  collateral 


*  «  No  tedmical  preoiae  form  of  worda  is  neoetssry  to  create  crosa  remaindera  : 
it  is  soiBoient  to  iaj  that  there  shall  be  cross  remainders ;  though,  in  the  yerbose- 
ness  of  oonyeyanoera,  an  abnndanoe  of  words  is  g^eraUj  introdnoed  in  deeds 
for  this.pnrpose."  (Tisr  Ld.  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  in  2>©tf  v.  Wainewright,  6  T.  B.  427, 
at  p.  431.) 

t  Section  57  of  the  Act,  which  declares  the  snificiencj  of  the  forms  in  the 
Fourth  Sdhedole,  is  restricted  by  the  words,  *'  as  regards  form  and  expression 
in  relation  to  the  provisions  of  (his  Aet,^*  and  therefore  cannot  be  taken  to  affect 
any  expression  relating  to  croM  remainders,  because  the  Act  contains  no  provi* 
iions  rwating  thereto. 
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descents  ("Rob.  Gav.  115),  this  is  not  necessarily  true  of  gavel* 
kind  lands  situated  elsewhere ;  and  a  custom  to  that  effect  must 
be  proved  as  a  special  custom.  (Co.  Litt.  140  a,  b.)  The  rule 
of  representation  holds  good  in  descents  in  coparcenary ;  so  thai 
the  issue  of  a  person  who,  if  living  at  the  time  of  the  descent, 
would  have  been  a  parcener,  will  take  in  coparcenaiy  along  with 
the  other  like  persons.  But  such  issue,  as  respects  the  amount 
of  their  share,  take  per  stirpes  and  not  per  capita,  (Go.  litt* 
164  b.)  .--"^--^^ 

Parceners  hold  a  position  intermediate  between  joint  tenants 
and  tenants  in  common.  like  joint  tenants,  they  have  among 
them  only  one  single  freehold,  so  long  as  no  partition  is  made. 
Like  tenants  in  common,  they  have  among  themselves  no  jus 
accrescendi ;  but  upon  the  death  of  one  parcener,  a  descent  takes 
place  of  her  aliquot  share.  And  one  parcener  may  at  common 
law  convey  to  another  by  an  assurance  proper  to  convey  a  several 
estate,  as  a  feoffment.  (Co.  litt.  164  a.)  But  such  conveyance 
might  also  be  made  by  release.     (Co.  Litt.  9  b.)  .    ^ 

A  female  who,  having  no  sisters,  stands  in  the  position  of 
heir,  is  of  course  styled  the  heir  and  not  a  parcener.  (Litt. 
sect.  242.) 

To  sum  up  the  foregoing  points,  it  will  be  observed  that  for 
some  purposes  parceners  constitute  a  single  person  and  have  but 
one  single  estate  between  them,  while  for  other  purposes  they 
are  regarded  as  being  several  persons  and  as  having  several 
estates. 

1.  They  make  together  but  one  heir  to  their  ancestor.    Yet 

they  were  separate  persons  for  the  purpose  of  escheat  by 
attainder.  If  a  man  had  died,  leaving  no  sons  but  two 
daughters  living,  one  of  whom  had  been  attainted  of 
felony,  one  moiety  would  have  escheated.  (Co.  Litt. 
163  b.) 

2.  They  can  convey  inter  se  either  by  assurances  proper  to . 

convey  several  estates,  or  by  release. 

3.  If  one  daughter  (or  other  presumptive  coparcener)  should 

die  in  the  lifetime  of  her  father,  her  issue,  if  any,  take 
by  representation  the  share  which  she  would  have  taken 
if  she  had  survived  the  father.    If,  after  inheriting  as- 
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ooparoener,  she  should  die  leaving  issue,  Buoh  issue  take 
her  share.  This  rule  of  the  oommon  law  is  not  altered 
by  the  Descent  Act  ( Vide  in/ray  p.  344.)  Of  course,  the 
mode  in  which  the  issue  will  take,  is  regulated  by  the 
ordinary  canons  of  descent.  If  there  are  several  sons, 
and  the  lands  are  descendible  at  the  common  law,  the 
eldest  son  takes  the  whole  share;  but  if  the  lands  be 
subject  to  the  custom  of  gavelkind,  all  the  sons  take 
equally. 

One  parcener  was,  even  at  the  common  law,  entitled  as  against  Partitdoii. 
the  others  to  a  compulsory  partition.  (Litt.  sect.  241.)  The 
intrinsic  union  between  the  shares  of  parceners  is  shown  by  the 
fact  that,  on  a  partition,  nothing  was  held  to  pass  from  one 
parcener  to  another,  and  therefore  a  partition  between  them  was 
no  purchase  to  make  an  alteration  in  the  ooiu:se  of  descent. 
(2  Prest.  Abst.  471;  ibid.  431.)  This  rule  extends  even  to 
partitions  made  between  some  of  the  parceners  and  the  assignees 
of  the  others,  so  far  as  the  shtires  taken  by  the  parceners  are 
concerned.  {Doe  v.  DixoUy  5  Ad.  &  E.  834.)  A  rentcharge 
granted  for  equality  of  partition  is  descendible  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  land.     (Co.  Litt.  169  b.) 

Voluntary  partition  might  be  made  between  parceners  by 
mere  parol  agreement,  or  by  drawing  lots,  or  by  reference  to 
the  award  of  arbitrators  agreed  upon  beforehand  by  all  the 
parties.  (Litt.  sects.  243,  244,  246.)  Lands  which  had  been 
given  in  frank-marriage  to  one  daughter  must  be  brought  by 
her  and  her  husband  into  hotchpot.     (Litt.  sects.  266,  267.) 

By  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  3,  a  partition  made  after  1st 
October,  1845,  is  void  at  law  unless  made  by  deed. 

After  judgment  upon  a  writ  of  partition  at  the  common  law,  a 
writ  was  directed  to  the  sheriff,  ordering  him  to  make  the  parti- 
tion by  the  oath  of  twelve  lawful  men  of  the  county.  (Litt. 
sect.  248.)  But  the  men  of  this  inquest  must  be  chosen  from 
the  neighbourhood  of  the  lands.     (Co.  Litt.  168  b.) 

The  Court  of  Chancery  from  very  early  times  exercised  juris- 
diction in  respect  to  partition,  when  land  holden  of  the  King  in 
eapite  descended  upon  parceners,  one  or  more  of  them  being 
under  age.     (Fitzh.  N.  B.  256  F ;  ibid.  260  B;)     This  jurisdic- 
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tion,  being  inoident  to  the  tenure,  and  a  conBequenoe  only  of  the 
necessitj  for  livery  of  the  lands  out  of  the  King^s  hand,  was 
practically  abolished  by  12  Car.  2,  'o.  24.  Suits  for  partition 
were  also  frequently  instituted  and  entertained  under  the  court's 
equitable  jurisdiction,  when  this  had  grown  into  general  recog- 
nition ;  and  under  this  jurisdiction  a  decree  for  partition  was 
regarded  as  a  matter  of  right,  upon  proof  of  title.  (2  Com. 
Dig.  762.) 

At  the  common  law,  upon  the  death  of  one  parcener,  her  whole 
share  descended  to  her  issue.  (Lilt.  sect.  280 ;  Co.  litt.  164  a.) 
This  rule  is  not  altered  by  the  Descent  Act.  {Copper  v.  FrancCj 
19  L.  J.  Ch.  313 ;  Paterson  v.  Mills,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  310.)  ^ 


Definitioii 
and  mode  of 
limitation. 


Difltingaiflhed 
from  joint 
tenancy. 


(4)  Tenancy  by  EntiretieB, 

Tenancy  by  entireties  occurs,  at  the  common  law,  when  a  gift 
or  conveyance,  which,  if  made  to  two  strangers,  would  create  a 
joint  tenancy,  is  made  to  a  husband  and  wife  during  the  cover- 
ture. (Litt.  sect.  291,  and  Lord  Coke's  conmient ;  *  2  PresL 
Abst.  39.  See  Co,  Litt.  326  a :— "  Where  the  husband  and 
wife  are  jointly  seised  to  them  and  their  heires  of  an  estate 
made  during  the  coverture,^^) 

The  peculiarities  of  this  kind  of  tenancy  arise  out  of  the 
identity  which  the  common  law  imagines  to  exist  between  hus- 
band and  wife.  (Litt.  sect.  291.)  It  is  equally  applicable  to 
estates  in  fee  simple,  in  fee  tail,  for  the  lives  of  the  parties,  and 
pur  autre  vie.     (2  Prest.  Abst.  39.) 

It  constitutes  the  most  intimate  union  of  ownership  known  to 
the  law.  A  husband,  being  tenant  by  entireties  of  freeholds 
with  his  wife,  cannot  by  any  alienation  bar  her  right  by  sur- 
vivorship in  any  part.  (Co.  Litt.  326  a ;  Doe  v.  Parratt,  5 
T.  E.  652,  at  p.  654.)     They  are  accordingly  said  to  hold  per 


*  Lord  Coke  does  not  use  the  phraae  **  hy  entireties.'*  He  speaks  of  cases  in 
whioh  '*  the  hnsband  and  wife  shall  have  no  moieties,"  That  is  to  say,  he  regards 
tenancy  hy  entireties  as  heing  a  species  of  joint  tenancy,  with  the  distinguishing 
characteristic  that  it  confers  no  power  of  seref-afiee.  This  aocoids  with  the 
4,efinition  ahove  given. 
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taut  et  nan  per  my.  (2  Bl.  Com.  182.)  The  samb  rule  formerly 
applied  also  to  forfeiture.     (Co.  litt.  187  a.) 

•.   Preston  affirms  that  this  kind  of  tenancy  is  applicable  to  a  Ab  to  ohaiteki 

term  of  years.     (2  Prest.  Abst.  39.)     But  he  also  states  that, 

imless  the  term  is  a  provision  for  the  wife  under  some  ante* 

nuptial  agreement,  the  husband  alone  can  assign  the  term.^ 

{Ibid.  43,  57.)     If  this  doctrine  is  correct,  it  is  difficult  to  see  in 

what  a  tenancy  by  entireties  of  a  term  of  years  differs  from  a 

joint  tenancy.    The  case  of  Qrute  v.  Loa^oft^  Cro.  Eliz.  287, 

cited  by  him  as  an  authority  in  support  of  this  doctrine,  is  by 

no  means  conclusive,  for  it  is  distinctly  stated  that  there  the 

tenancy  was  a  joint  tenancy. 

The  case  of  Martin  v.  Mowlin^  2  Burr.  969,  seems  to  show,  Eanitiee  of 
that  in  a  tenancy  by  entireties  of  an  equity  of  redemption,  the  and  penooAl 
husband  in  his  wife's  lifetime  can  convey  the  whole.  As  regards     ^ 
money  and  personal  chattels,  the  husband  alone  can  give  a  good 
discharge  therefor,  and  can  alienate  after  reduction  into  posses- 
sion;  and  the  wife  has  no  equity  to  a  settlement  thereout. 
{Ward  V.  Ward,  14  Ch.  D.  506;  Godfrey  v.  Bryan^  ibid.  516.) 

But  it  would  seem  that,  if  the  court  gets  hold  of  the  property, 
it  will  practically  prevent  the  husband  from  exercising  his  right 
of  alienation,  by  retaining  the  fund  in  court ;  thus  preserving 
to  the  wife  her  chance  of  taking  the  corpus  by  survivorship. 
{Atcheson  v.  Atcheson,  11  Beav.  485.) 

Husband  and  wife  might  be  tenants  by  entireties,  as  between 
themselves,  of  an  undivided  share ;  and  might,  as  regards  the 
owners  of  the  other  undivided  shares,  be  either  tenants  in  com- 
mon or  joint  tenants. 

It  is  difficult  to  say  what  is  the  effect,  upon  tenancy  by  The  Married 
entireties,  of  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882,  45  &  46  Property  Act, 
Yict.  c.  75.    This  is  one  of  the  questions,  which  seem  to  have        ' 
escaped  the  attention  of  the  legislature  when  that  statute  was 
enacted.     In  Be  March,  Mander  v.  Harris,  24  Ch.  D.  222, 
Mr.  Justice  Ghitty  seems  to  have  thought  that  the  effect  of  the 
Act  is  to  destroy  the  status  of  coverture,  so  far  as  this  status 
affects  mutual  rights,  or  incapacities,  in  respect  to  the  ownership 
of  property.  His  j  udgment  was  afterwards  reversed  upon  appeal ; 
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but  upon  special  grounds  which  do  not  affect  the  aboTe-stated 
opinion.     (27  Ch.  D.  166.) 

Preston  was  of  opinion  that,  hj  express  words,  a  husband  and 
wife  might,  at  the  common  law,  be  made  tenants  in  common  under 
a  gift  to  them  during  the  coverture.  (2  Prest.  Abst.  41.)  This 
would  seem  to  imply  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  creation  of  thiil 
tenancy  was  a  question  of  intention ;  though,  in  the  absence 
of  an  expressed  intention  to  the  contrary,  the  law  presumed  the 
intention  to  be  in  favour  of  the  tenancy  by  entireties.  If  this 
view  is  correct,  it  would  seem  that  the  effect,  in  this  respect,  o{ 
the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882,  is  simply  to  reverse 
the  rule,  or  implication,  of  law.  Where,  at  the  common  law,  an 
express  intention  was  required  to  prevent  tenancy  by  entireties 
from  arising,  an  express  intention  will  now  be  required  in  order 
:.  that  it  may  arise.     Though  the  Act  enables  certain  things  to  be 

done,  which  could  not  be  done  at  the  common  law,  it  does  not  seem 
io  disable  the  parties  from  doing  anything  which  was  formerly 
lawful.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  origin  of  the  tenancy  at  the 
common  law  was  not  due  to  intention,  but  was  due  solely  to  the^ 
incidents  of  what  may  be  called  the  proprietary  status  of  cover- 
ture,  and  if  Mr.  Justice  Ghitty  was  right  in  thinking  that  thia 
status  has  no  longer  any  existence,  then  it  would  follow  that 
this  tenancy  can  no  longer  be  created.  The  former  seems  to  be 
the  more  plausible  view.* 


*  Since  the  publication  of  the  first  edition  of  this  work,  Hfr.  Justice  (now 
Lord  Justice)  Kay,  in  Re  Jupp^  JuppY.  Buckwell^  39  Ch.  D.  148,  at  pp.  Id3, 154, 
expressed  his  dissent  from  the  above- stated  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Chitty. 


(    «^47    ) 
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CHAPTEE  XXVI: 

ASSURANCES  IN  OBNBRAL. 

Assurances  (other  than  wills  and  testaments)  are  commonly  Oenenlre- 
dividea  into  assuranoes  operating  by  the  common  law,  and  influence  of 
assurances  operating  by  the  Statute  of  Uses.    But  it  must  be  J^J^c^J^ 
remembered  that  many  of  the  latter  assurances  derive  part  of 
their  operation  from  the  common  law.    It  must  also  be  Lem- 
bered  that  the  Statute  of  Uses,  though   its  influence  upon 
assurances  in  general  is  greater  than  that  of  any  other  Btatute, 
is  not  the  only  statute  upon  which  certain  kinds  of  assurances 
depend  for  their  operation  or  ralidity.    The  following  examples 
are  worthy  of  notice. 

(1)  Modem  disentailing  assurances  and  assurances  by  married 
women  and  their  husbands  derive  their  operation  partly 
from  the  Fines  and  Becoveries  Act.  And  because  that 
statute,  for  the  purpose  of  barring  an  entail,  only  super- 
adds inrolment  to  the  assurances  otherwise  appropriate 
to  the  conveyance  of  a  fee  simple,  it  follows  that  dis- 
entailing assurances  may  also  derive  part  of  their  opera- 
tion from  the  common  law  and  from  the  Statute  of  Uses. 

(2)  It  has  been  remarked  by  Butler,  and  is  indeed  obvious, 

that  in  the  old-fashioned  assurance  styled  ''  by  lease  and 
release,"  the  lease  alone  derived  its  operation  from  the 
Statute  of  Uses :  the  bargainee  for  a  year  under  the  lease, 
so  soon  as  his  possession  was  executed  by  the  statute, 
being  dupable  at  the  common  law  of  taking  a  roleaae  olthe. 
reversion.  The  conveyance  could  be  made  without  the 
help  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  by  making  a  lease  to  take* 
effect  as  a  common  law  lease,  instead  o|  as  a  bargain  and. 
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sale  for  a  year,  and  cauBing  the  lessee  to  take  actual 
possession  under  it,  instead  of  relying  upon  a  construotiye 
possession  executed  by  the  statute :  a  method  which  was 
sometimes  employed  in  conveyances  by  corporations,  who, 
not  being  capable  of  being  seised  to  a  use,  could  not,  by 
means  of  a  bargain  and  sale,  raise  a  use  capable  of  being 
executed  by  the  statute*  For  the  same  reason,  corpora- 
tions not  unfrequently  conveyed  freeholds  in  possession 
by  feoflEment,  appointing  an  attorney  under  their 
common  seal  to  give  livery  of  the  seisin.  The  4  &  5 
Yiot.  c.  21,  s.  1,  enabled  an  assurance  to  be  made  by  a 
single  deed,  having  the  same  operation  as  the  two  deeds 
formerly  used  in  assurances  by  lease  and  release.  It 
superseded  the  need  for  the  preliminary  lease,  by.  giving 
to  the  release  alone,  if  expressed  to  be  made  in  pursuance 
of  the  Act,  a  purely  statutory  operation  as  a  conveyance 
of  estates  of  freehold  in  possession.  This  Act  was  in 
force  from  15th  May,  1841,  tiU  7th  August,  1874, 
having  been  repealed  by  the  Statute  Law  Srcvision  Act, 
1874  (No.  2).  But  it  was  seldom  used  in  practice,  after 
the  coming  into  operation  of  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  106,  on 
1st  October,  1845.  The  present  writer  has  met  with  an 
example  of  its  use  in  a  deed  dated  August,  1852. 
(3)  During  the  time  that  7  &  8  Yict.  c.  76,  remained 
in  force — ^from  31st  December,  1844,  to  1st  October, 
1845 — another  statutory  method  existed  of  conveying 
estates  of  freehold  in  possession.  This  was  not  confined 
to  a  release,  and  was  not  expressed  to  be  made  in  pur- 
suance of  the  Act. 

.  (4)  The  last-mentioned  Act  was  repealed  by  8  &  9  Yict 
c.  106,  which,  without  repeahng  4  &  5  Yict.  c.  21,  prac- 
tically superseded  it  by  providing  a  more  convenient 

V  .  form  of  assurance.  Sect.  2  enacts  that  after  1st  October, 
1845,  all  corporeal  tenements  and  hereditaments  shall, 

.  as  regards  the  conveyance  of  the  immediate  freehold 


*  ConveyanoeB  effected  by  means  of  a  oommon  law  lease,  followed  by  a  release 
of  the  reYersion,  haye  been  known  so  far  back  as  the  reign  of  Menry  IV. 
(2  Sand.  Uses,  74.)  Such  a  oonyeyanoe  was  a  good  performance  of  a  condition 
to  make  a  feoffment.    (6  Yin.  Abr.  143,  pi.  4  ^  C(mditioHf  Q.  a,  pi.  4.) 
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thereof,  be  deemed  to  lie  in  grant  as  well  as  in  liy^rjr. 

All  modem  assurances  made  by  the  owners  of  estates  of 

freehold  in  possession,  except  a  feoffment  and  a  bargain 

and  sale  inrolled,  depend  for  their  yaliditj  npon  this 

statute. 

Conveyances  of  estates  of  freehold  in  possession,  taking  effect  by 

virtue  of  any  of  the  above-nientioned  statutes,  4  &  5  Yict.  c.  21, 

7  &  8  Vict.  0.  76,  or  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  owe  all  their  efficacy  to 

the  particular  statute  and  at  the  common  law  would  be  wholly 

inoperative ;  unless  by  reason  of  peculiar  circumstances  they  can 

be  construed  to  take  effect  by  some  means  foreign  to  their  purport. 

(See  the  notes  to  Cheater  v.  Willan,  2  Wms.  Saund.  96.) 

Sect.  49  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881  declares,  that  the 
use  of  the  word  grant  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  convey  tene- 
ments or  hereditaments,  corporeal  or  incorporeal.  Since  no 
substitute  is  mentioned,  it  is  not  clear  what  would  have  been  the 
effect  of  this  enactment,  if  the  word  grant  had  been  otherwise 
necessary  to  pass  things  lying  in  grant.  Until  the  coming  into 
operation  of  8  &  9  Vict.  o.  106,  the  word  grant  was  neither 
necessary  nor  appropriate  to  pass  corporeal  hereditaments.  Since  - 
that  date,  corporeal  hereditaments  (which  phrase  includes  cor« 
poreal  tenements)  have  been  numbered  among  things  lying  in 
grant ;  and  the  word  grant  has  been  appropriate  to  pass  them, 
but  not  necessary.  {Shove  v.  Pincke^  6  T.  R.  124  ;  Haggernton 
V.  Hanbury^  5  B.  &  C.  101.)  It  is  probable  that  the  word 
convey y  which  occurs  frequently  in  the  Conveyancing  Act  of 
1881,  will  in  future  be  often  used ;  though  it  would  be  difficult 
to  given  any  reason  for  preferring  this  substitute. 

Before  the  coming  into  operation  of  8  &  9  Vict,  c  106, 

remainders  and  reversions  were  capable,  at  the  common  law,  of 

being  conveyed  by  grant ;  but  that  mode  of  assurance  was  not 

commonly  used  in  practice,  because  it  was  essential  to  the 

validity  of  the  assurance  that  the  existence  of  the  particular. 

estate  should  be  proved.    For  this  reason  it  was  the  common 

practice  to  convey  remainders  and  reversions  either  by  lease - 

and  release  or  by  bargain  and  sale  inrolled.     (2  Frest.  Abst.  85.) 

(5)  Sect.  65  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881,  amended  by 

sect.  11  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1882,  enacts  that, 

under  certain  circumstances  and  subject  to  certain  restric- 
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'  tions,  tbe  unexpired  residue  of  a  long  term  of  years  may 
be  enlarged  into  a  fee  simple,  by  some  one  or  otber  of 
sandry  persons  entitled  in  rigbt  of  tbe  term.  Sucb 
enlargement  is  in  no  way  dependent  upon  tbe  conour- 
renoe  of  any  person  entitled  in  reversion. 

(6)  Sect.  15  of  Lord  Cranwortb's  Act,  23  &  24  Viot.  o.  145, 
enables  tbe  person  exercising  the  power  of  sale  conferred 
by  tbe  Act  upon  mortgagees,  to  vest  in  tbe  purcbaser  all 
tbe  estate  and  interest  wbidi  tbe  mortgagor  bad  power 
to  dispose  of;  bat,  in  tbe  case  of  copybolds,  only  tbe 
beneficial  interest.  Tbis  enactment  was  repealed  by  tbe^ 
Conveyancing  Act  of  1881.  Its  meaning  and  effect  are 
doubtful ;  but  if  its  language  bas  any  meaning  and  effect, 
it  seems  to  bave  created  a  statutory  power,  by  wbicb- 
mortgagees  were  sometimes  enabled  to  convey  a  greater, 
estate  tban  was  vested  in  tbem.* 

.  Tbe  above-mentioned  enactments,  and  also  all  enactments 
creating  statutory  powers,  wbicb  give  to  tbe  deeds  to  wbicb 
tbey  relate  an  effect  or  modus  operandi  wbicb  could  not  bave 
been  given  to  tbem  by  tbe  mere  act  of  tbe  parties,  do  not  stand 
upon  tbe  same  footing  as  8  &  9  Yict.  cc.  119,  124 ;  Lord  Cran- 
wortb's Act,  witb  tbe  exception  of  sect.  15  above  mentioned ;  or 
sects.  6,  7, 18,  19,  34,  and  63  of  tbe  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881, 
and  similar  enactments  :  wbicb  merely  aim  at  dispensing,  eitber 
wbolly  or  partially,  witb  tbe  actual  expression  by  tbe  parties  of 
sometbing  wbicb  tbey  were  competent  to  effect  witbout  any, 
legislative  assistance. 

Genena  Excepting  only  tbeir  capacity  of  being  executed  into  legal, 

^^turo^of   estates,  uses  were  in  all  respects  tbe  same  before  tbe  statute  aa. 


uses. 


i^i.*. 


*  The  langnagfe  might  without  any  straining  be  taken  to  import,   that  k' 
mortgagee  by  demiae  for  a  long  term  might  convey  the  fee  simple.    On  the'  other  - 
hand,  it  might  be  so  -whittled  awaj  as  to  import,  no  more  than  an  **a]l  the 
estate  "  olausei  or  a  oovenant  for  further  assurance.    In  ffiatt  v.  JETiilmattf  Id: 
W.  R.  694,  it  was  held  by  Lord  Romilly,  M.R.,  that  the  section  enabled  a  mort- 
gagee by  demise  to  convey  the  projwrty  for  the  whole  of  the  oHgfinal  term ;  and 
in  £e  Solomon  and  Meagher^ 9  Contract^  40  Ch.  D.  608,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  that  under  the  Bection  aa  equitable  mortgagee  in  fee  simple  might  convey 
the  legal  fee. 
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afterwards.  Our  earlj  jurists  regarded  the  legal  estate  in  fee 
simple,  and  the  conterminous  use,  as  being  two  separable  things, 
oommonlj  found  togetiier,  and  je7n/?^/(le^/^  presumed  to  be  united 
in  the  legal  tenant;  but  capable  of  separation,  and  having 
definite  characteristios  when  separated.  When  such  separation 
took  place,  the  use  conferred  the  right,  both  to  take  the  profits 
of  the  lands,  and  also  to  call  upon  the  person  having  the  legal 
estate  to  make  such  conveyances  thereof  as  the  person  having 
the  use  should  think  fit.  The  following  propositions  were 
clearly  established  from  early  times : — 

.  (1)  Begaxded  as  a  descendible  aHityj  the  descent  of  the  use 
followed  the  descent  of  the  thing  of  which  it  was  the 
use.  So  that,  (i)  the  use  of  lands  which  were  subject 
to  no  peculiar  local  custom,  held  for  an  interest  analogous 
to  a  common  law  fee  simple,  descended  to  the  heir  general ; 
(ii)  the  use  of  gavelkind  lands  descended  according  to 
the  custom  of  gavelkind;  and  (iii)  of  borough-english 
lands,  according  to  the  custom  of  borough-english.; 
(iv)  other  peculiar  local  customs  affecting  common  law 
lands,  when  good  in  law,  had  the  like  effect  upon  the 
descent  of  the  use  of  them  ;  and  (v)  the  use  of  copyholds 
descended  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor. 

And  it  was  as  impossible  to  change  the  course  of  the 
descent  of  the  use  as  to  change  that  of  the  legal  estate. 
(1  Fjrest.  Est.  448 ;  Bob.  Gav.  98, 99.)  So  far  as  the  law 
permitted  new  estates  to  be  created  and  taken  by  way 
oi  purchase f  the  use  (like  the  legal  estate)  could  of  course 
be  made  to  go  to  any  person  whatsoever ;  but  by  pur- 
chase only,  not  by  descent,  unless  such  person  was  the 
next  in  the  order  of  descent  prescribed  by  the  law. 

(2)  The  person  entitled  to  the  ilse  {cestui  qUe  use)  might  *     > 
alienate  the  use,  by  conveyance  inter  vivos, 

(3)  So  also  he  might  devise  the  use,  before  the  Statutes  oC 
Wills,  although  the  use  was  of  lands  which  were  not 
themselves  deviseable. 
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(4)  By  the  statute  1  Bio.  3,  c.  1  (whicli  was  not  positiTely 
repealed  until  1863,  when  it  had  for  ages  heen  quite 
obsolete)  cestui  que  use  was  enabled  to  make  conTeyances 
inter  vivos  of  the  lands  themselves,  which  were  good,  not 
only  as  against  cestui  que  use  to  oonvey  the  use,  but  also 
as  against  his  feo£fee  to  uses,  so  as  to  convey  the  legal 
estate.  This  statute  never  had  any  extensive  operation. 
For  an  instance  of  its  use  in  practice,  see  Dy.  283  a, 
pi.  30. 

In  all  essential  characteristics  these  uses  resemble  what  we 
now  call  equitable  estatesy  differing  from  them  mainly  by  reason 
of  the  greater  complexity  of  limitation  to  which  the  ingenuity 
of  conveyancers  has  gradually  subjected  the  latter.  This  greater 
complexity  has  proceeded  pari  passu  with  the  increasing  com- 
plexity in  the  limitation  of  legal  estates ;  and  both  these  develop- 
ments are  due,  in  a  great  measure,  to  the  influence  of  the  statute 
27  Hen.  8,  o.  10,  commonly  called  the  statute  for  transferring 
uses  into  possession,  or  more  briefly,  the  Statute  of  Uses. 

General  efPect      It  seems  strange  that  the  legislature,  when  it  enacted  that 
of  Uaefl.  ^^^^^  should  be  transformed  into  legal  estates,  should  not  have 

foreseen  that,  unless  at  the  same  time  people  were  forbidden  to 
raise  or  declare  uses,  they  would  soon  take  to  raising  and 
declaring  uses  as  a  method  of  creating  and  conveying  legal 
estates. 

The  result  has  been  that  the  easy  plasticity  which  the  Court 
of  Chancery  from  early  times  permitted  to  the  declaration  of 
uses  has  been,  in  a  great  measure,  imported  into  the  methods  of 
creating  legal  estates.  Instead  of  the  land  stifling  the  activity 
of  uses,  the  latter  have  imparted  their  mercurial  properties  to 
the  land.* 
Oriein  of  Moreover,  since  it  was  decided  soon  after  the  passing  of  the 

tcaeu,  statute,  that  no  use  could  be  limited  upon  a  use  (Bacon,  Usee,  43 ; 

2  Bl.  Com.  335)  it  was  only  necessary  to  interpose  a  second 
seisee  to  uses  between  the  feoffee  or  grantee  and  the  cestui  que 

*  *  <  And  because  uses  were  so  subtle  and  ungovernable,  as  hath  been  said,  they 
have  with  an  indissoluble  knot  coupled  and  married  them  to  the  land,  which  of 
aU  the  elements  is  the  most  ponderous  and  immoveable."     1  Rep.  124  a. 
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use,  in  order  to  restore  the  old  system  of  equitable  estates  or 
trusts:  a  device  whioh  gave  occasion  to  Lord  Hardwicke's 
oelebrated  remark,  that  *^  a  statute  made  upon  great  considera- 
tion, introduced  in  a  solemn  and  pompous  manner,  by  this  strict 
oonstructioD,  has  had  no  other  effect  than  to  add  at  most  three 
words  to  a  conveyance."  (1  Atk.  591.)  But  this  lively  rhetoric 
must  not  be  taken  quite  seriously ;  nor  is  it  quite  detur  whether 
he  wished  that  equity  had  refused  to  enforce  the  trust,  or  that 
the  law  had  consented  to  execute  the  seisin. 

The  above-mentioned  doctrine  relating  to  uses  upon  a  use, 
which  only  imports,  when  it  is  rightly  understood,  that  a  use  is 
not  a  hereditament  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  has  been 
subjected  to  much  petulant,  if  not  ignorant,  censure.  In  the 
opinion  of  the  present  writer,  it  has  been  well  defended  by  Howe, 
in  his  edition  of  Bacon  on  Uses,  note  74,  p.  134. 

The  question,  whether  the  Statute  of  Uses  applies  to  wills,  Whether  the 
has  given  rise  to  much  difference  of  opinion.  The  objection  u^^  applies 
(Butl.  n.  1  on  Co.  Lilt.  272  a,  VIII.  1)  that  the  Statute  of  Uses  ^  ^^• 
was  passed  before  the  first  Statute  of  Wills,  32  Hen.  8,  c.  1, 
seems  to  be  intrinsically  futile ;  and  at  the  present  day  it  might 
lead  to  the  awkward  inference  that  grants  of  freeholds  in  pos- 
session, made  by  virtue  of  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  106,  s.  2,  are  also  not 
within  the  statute.  But  since  it  is  the  unquestioned  fact  that 
the  intention  of  the  testator  by  itself  avails  to  convey  the  legal 
estate,  and  that  this  intention  may  be  made  effectual  by  any 
language  which  is  clearly  intelligible,  it  follows  that  the 
machinery  of  the  Statute  of  Uses  cannot  be  necessary  to  carry 
into  effect  the  intention  of  a  testator ;  that  he  might  dispense 
with  it  if  he  thought  fit  to  declare  such  an  intention ;  and  that, 
in  so  far  as  the  machinery  of  the  statute  has  practically  been 
applied  to  the  interpretation  of  wills,  this  has  been  done  only 
because  their  language  gave  rise  to  the  inference  that  the  testator 
intended  to  follow  the  analogy  of  the  statute.  This  analogy  has 
been  applied  when  the  limitations  in  the  will,  by  following  in 
detail  those  whioh  would  be  appropriate  in  a  deed,  suggest  a 
corresponding  intentiou.  In  particular,  it  is  clearly  settled  that 
the  doctrine  of  a  use  limited  upon  a  use  applies  to  wills,  and  that, 
where  such  a  double  use  occurs,  the  legal  estate  is  fixed  in  the 
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person  who  takes  the  first  use,  though  he  be  only  a  trustee 
-without  any  active  duties  to  perform.  (2  Jarm.  Wills,  4th  ed. 
290.)  But  in  general,  and  apart  from  tlie  indication  of  inten- 
tion supplied  by  the  existence  of  a  use  upon  a  use  (that  is,  a  use 
followed  by  a  trust),  the  estate  taken  by  trustees  is  generally 
restricted  in  wills  to  what  is  required  for  the  fulfilment  of  their 
trust.  This  doctrine  of  cutting  down  the  estate  taken  by  trus- 
tees has  no  application  to  settlements  effected  by  deed.  (Cooper 
V.  Kynoch,  L.  E.  7  Ch.  398.) 

The  first  and  most  important  section  of  the  Statute  of  Uses, 
abbreviated  by  the  omission  of  what  is  not  necessary  to  the 
consecutive  construction,  is  as  follows : — 

The  form  of  '*  That  -where  any  person  or  persons  ....  at  any  time  hereafter  shall ....  be 

sect.  1  of  the     seised,  of  and  in  any  ....  hereditaments,  to  the  nse  confidence  or  trust  of  any 
statute.  other  person  or  persons  or  of  any  body  politic,  by  ,  .  ,  any  .  .  means  whatso- 

ever, ...  in  every  such  case  all  and  every  snch  person  and  persons  and  bodies 

politic  that .  .  .  shaU  have  any  such  nse  confidence  or  trust shaU  ...  be 

.  .  .  deemed  and  adjudg^  in  lawf  al  seisin  estate  and  possession  of  and  in  the 
same  ....  hereditaments,  ....  to  aU  intents  oonstmctions  and  purposes  in  the 
law,  of  and  in  such  like  estates  as  they  had  or  shaU  haye  in  nse  trost  or 
confidence  of  or  in  the  same." 

Principal  The  statute  is  expressly  made  applicable  both  to  uses  then  in 

existence  and  to  those  subsequently  created.  The  following 
propositions  respecting  the  uses  which  are  contemplated  by  it, 
follow  naturally  from  its  language,  and  have  always  been  taken 
as  indisputable ;  unless  the  case  of  Holland  v.  Boins  or  Bonis^ 
2  Leon.  121,  at  p.  122,  3  Leon.  175,  at  p.  176,  be  thought  to 
cast  any  doubt  upon  the  2nd : — 

1.  A  person  must  be  seised  to  the  use. 

2.  Here  person  does  not  include  body  politic;  as  is  shown  by 

the  repeated  omission  of  body  politic  when  speaking  of 
the  person  seised  and  the  repeated  mention  of  body 
politic  when  speaking  of  cestui  que  me,  A  corporation 
cannot  be  seised  to  a  use.  (Bacon,  Uses,  42,  57 ;  and 
Rowe,  note  113,  p.  178,  see  p.  184;  1  Eep.  122a,  127a; 
Fulmeraton  v.  Steward^  Plowd.  102,  at  p.  103 ;  and  see  at 
p.  538;  Shep.  T.  608 ;  1  Bl.  Com.  477 ;  2  Prest.  Conv. 
255,  256 ;  2  Sand.  Uses,  27,  note.)     But  a  natural  person 
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maybe  seieed  to  the  use  of  a  oorporation.  And  a  natural 
person,  who  is  also  a  oorporation  sole,  as  a  bishop,  may  be 
seised  in  his  natural  capaoitj  to  the  use  of  himself  and  his 
successors  in  their  corporate  capacity.  (Bacon,  Usee,  64.) 
But  though  a  corporation  cannot  be  seised  to  a  use 
mthin  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  it  may  be  seised  upon 
trust,  and  will  be  compelled  to  execute  the  trusts.  (See 
Case  of  SuttorCs  Sospital^  10  Rep.  23  ;  Mayor  of  Coventry 
V.  Att.'Gen.,  7  Bro.  P.  C.  236.)  This  is  now  regarded 
as  an  axiom. 

3.  Since  the  person  is  seisedy  his  estate  must  be  of  freehold. 

4.  But  the  quantum  of  the  interest  contained  in  the  use  is  not 

necessarily  equal  to  a  freehold. 

5.  The  person  seised  cannot  in  general  be  identical  with  the 

person  entitled  to  the  use.  The  common  forms,  haben- 
dum unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  grantee  do  not  take  effect 
by  the  Statute  of  Uses,  but  by  the  common  law.  {Doe 
V.  Passinghaniy  6  B.  &  0.  305;  Orme*s  Case^  L.  R. 
8  0.  P.  281.) 

But  such  a  declaration  of  a  use  to  the  grantee  himself, 
though  it  is  not  a  use  which  is  capable  of  being  executed 
by  the  statute,  and  though  it  has  no  effect  upon  the 
seisin  which  would  be  in  the  grantee  by  the  common  law 
without  it,  nevertheless  avails  to  make  any  subsequent 
use  limited  upon  it,  incapable  of  being  executed  by  the 
statute.  Such  a  subsequent  use  would  be  a  *'  use  limited 
upon  a  use,"  and  would  take  effect,  if  otherwise  valid,  as 
a  trust.    [Doe  v.  Passingham^  6  B.  &  0.  305.) 

And  in  certain  cases,  in  which  it  is  held  that  there  is  "  a 
direct  impossibility  or  impertinency  for  the  use  to  take  effect  by 
the  common  law,"  the  seisee  to  uses  may  himself  take  by  the 
statute.  (Bacon,  Uses,  63.)  Bacon  goes  on  to  enumerate  the 
following  examples,  which  are  thus  summed  up  by  Sanders 
(1  Sand.  Uses,  92)  :— 

(1)  Where  the  use  is  limited  to  the  feoffee  (or  other  seisee  to 
uses)  in  tail  out  of  his  own  soifiin  in  fee  simple,  and  the 
remainder  over  to  another; 
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(2)  Where  the  whole  seisin  in  fee  simple  is  conveyed  to  the 

feoffee,  and  manj  estates  in  the  use  are  oarved  out  of 
such  seisin,  one  of  which  estates  the  feoffee  takes ; 

(3)  If  the  feoffee  be  seised  to  the  use  of  himself  and  another 
jointly ; 

(4)  If  a  feoffment  be  made  to  a  bishop  and  his  heirs  to  the 

use  of  himself  and  his  successors.  This,  if  a  case  in. 
point,  is  not  precisely  on  a  level  with  the  other  instances, 
because  the  moiety  of  the  use  is  here  en  autre  droit. 

The  uses  above  specified  are  executed  by  the  statute.  But  if 
A  be  inf eoffed  to  the  use  of  B  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  the 
use  of  himself  and  his  heirs,  the  latter  use  is  not  executed  by 
the  statute;  but  A  is  in  by  the  common  law,  retaining  the 
residue  of  his  original  estate ;  and  therefore  he  takes  by  way  of 
reversion  and  not  of  remainder.     (Bacon,  Uses,  64.) 

Preston,  in  summing  up  his  statement  of  the  case  of  Ooodhill 
v.  Brigham^  1  Bos.  &  P.  192,  treats  it  as  having  decided  that 
*'  a  person  cannot  be  seised  to  his  own  use,  when  there  is  not 
any  other  purpose  to  be  served."  (3  Prest.  Conv.  269.)  This 
proposition  seems  well  to  express  the  general  rule,  subject  to 
the  above-stated  exceptions. 


Aflsoranoes 
operatiiig 
under  the 
statute. 


It  results  from  the  foregoing  considerations,  that  the  main 
question,  upon  which  depends  the  theory  of  the  raising  of 
estates  by  way  of  use,  is  as  follows : — Under  what  circumstances^ 
and  by  what  methods,  can  a  tise  be  so  connected  with  a  seisin,  that 
the  person  having  the  seisin  can  be  said  to  be  seised  to  the  use  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Uses  ;  so  that  the  use  will  be  executed 
into  a  legal  estate  by  the  statute  ? 

The  outline  of  the  reply  to  this  question  is  contained  in  the 
following  propositions : — 

(1°)  Any  person  capable  of  transferring  by  conveyance  a 
seisin  vested  in  himself  to  another,  may,  upon  the  making 
of  such  conveyance,  declare  any  use  or  uses  upon  the 
seisin  in  the  transferee,  to  or  in  favour  of  any  person  or 
persons  other  than  the  transferee  :  which  uses,  if  valid  as 
uses,  will  be  executed  by  the  statute. 

The  provico,  if  valid  as  uses,  imports  that  the  declaration  of 
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uses  is  subject  to  restriction.  Any  use  which  contravenes  the 
rule  against  perpetuities  is  void.  Moreover,  no  estate  can  be 
raised  by  way  of  use  except  such  as,  in  point  of  quantum^  might 
be  conveyed  at  the  common  law ;  and  no  course  of  devolution 
except  that  prescribed  by  the  law  can  be  prescribed  by  way  of 
use. 

(2^)  Under  certain  circumstances,  a  person  having  the  seisin 
in  himself  may  raise  or  declare  uses  upon  that  seisin 
while  remaining  in  himself,  which  uses  are  capable  of 
being  executed  by  the  statute. 

These  propositions  explain  the  meaning  of  the  common 
dictumy  that  conveyances  which  take  effect  under  the  statute 
operate  sometimes  with  transmutation  of  the  possession,  and 
sometimes  without  transmutation  of  the  possession. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  the  principal  assurances  by  which  a  AMuraBoes 
seisin  may  be,  or  might  formerly  have  been,  conveyed  to  another  mutation  of 
person  within  the  meaning  of  the  first  of  tiie  foregoing  propo-  1S»""®"*"^* 
sitions : — 

1.  A  fine;  and 

2.  A  recovery ;  until  these  assurances  were  abolished  by  the 

Fines  and  Becoveries  Act. 

3.  A  feoffment. 

4.  A  release  of  the  reversion  on  an  estate,  less  than  a  freehold, 

to  the  person  having  the  less  estate. 

The  above-mentioned  assurances  convey  the  seisin  by 
the  common  law.  From  the  fourth,  by  engrafting  upon 
it  a  bargain  and  sale  for  a  year,  taking  its  effect  by  the 
statute,  was  derived  the  old  assurance  by  lease  and 
release. 

5.  Since  the  8  &  9  Yict.  o.  106,  a  grant  of  the  seisin  :  which 

is  the  method  now  almost  universally  used  by  absolute 
owners.  And^  under  this  head  may  also  be  placed  con- 
veyance executed  by  tenants  for  life  by  virtue  of  the 
statutory  powers  conferred  by  the  Settled  Land  Acts; 
which  conveyances,  so  far  as  regards  their  form,  are 
usually  similar  to  conveyances  executed  by  absolute 
owners. 
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The  seisiu  being  oonyeyed  hj  any  of  the  aforesaid  metiiodsy 
the  uses  deolaied  thereupon,  if  otherwise  valid,  are  within  the 
statute. 


AAsuranoes 
"withoat 
tranamuta- 
tion  of 
poflseaaion. 


The  assuranoes  which  may  take  effect  by  the  statute  without 
transmutation  of  the  possession, — that  is  to  say,  by  which,  under 
peculiar  circumstances,  a  person  may  raise  or  dedare  a  use, 
capable  of  being  executed  by  the  statute,  upon  a  seisin  vested  in 
himself,  are  as  follows : — 

1.  A  bargain  and  sale. 

2.  A  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  uses,  in  consideration  of 

blood  or  marriage :    commonly  styled,   for  brevity,  a 
covenant  to  stand  seised. 
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OF    FINES    AND    BECOYEBIES. 


Since  fines  and  reooyeries  now  not  only  are  obsolete,  but  do  not 
exist,  it  is  imnecessaTj  to  add  muob  to  the  remarks  above  made 
npon  the  operation  of  these  assurances  when  levied,  or  suffered, 
by  tenant  in  tail.     (See  Chapter  XXI.,  supra.) 

These  assurances  were  reckoned  among  the  '' common  as- 
surances of  the  reahn  " ;  and  the  use  of  them  was  by  no  means 
confined  to  their  operation  to  bar  estates  tail.  By  reason  of  The  effect  of 
the  statutory  title  gained  against  strangers  to  the  fine  under  the  a^a^e.  ^ 
4  Hen.  7,  c.  24,  and  32  Hen.  8,  c.  36,  by  a  non-claim  of  five 
years'  duration,  fines  were  extensively  used  to  strengthen 
doubtful  titles ;  and  even,  by  a  species  of  fraud,  to  manufacture 
fictitious  titles  which,  by  a  non-claim  of  five  years'  duration, 
became  indefeasible  as  against  all  persons  who  might  have  made 
their  daim  at  the  time  when  the  fine  was  levied.  From  this 
point  of  view  it  may  be  said  that  a  fine  operated  to  abridge  to 
five  years  the  period  allowed  by  the  Statutes  of  Limitation  for 
the  prosecution  of  an  adverse  claim.  A  fine  had  also  the  further 
advantage,  that  it  gave  an  actiLal  title ;  whereas  the  Statutes  of 
Limitation  previous  to  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  gave  no  title, 
but  only  barred  the  remedy  of  the  claimant. 

The  operation  of  a  fine,  levied  with  proclamations  by  force  of  Three  rules 
the  statutes  4  Hen.  7,  c.  24,  and  32  Hen.  8,  c.  36,  was  regulated  SnlS!™'^ 
by  these  cardinal  principles : — 

(1^)  Since  strangers  might,  at  the  common  law,  avoid  a  fine 
upon  a  j^lee^  pafiea  finis  nihil  hahuerunty  which  right  was 
saved  by  the  last-mentioned  statutes,  it  was  necessary 
to  the  validity  of  the  fine  that  one  of  the  parties 
should  be  entitled  to  an  estate  of  freehold  in  the  lands. 
But  any  estate,  whether  in  possession,  remainder  or 
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reversioB,  would  support  a  fine ;  and,  generally,  even 
though  it  had  been  gained  by  diseeisin  or  tort. 

(2")  A  fine  would  not  bar  any  estate  which  wag  not  so  far 
devested  as  to  be  turned  to  a  right  of  entry.  If  it 
were  bo  far  devested  as  to  be  discontinued,  that  is, 
turned  to  a  right  of  action,  such  discontinuanoe  would, 
A  fortiori,  suffice.  The  devestment  or  discontiniianoe 
might  be  effected  either  previously  to  the  fine  or  by 
force  of  the  fine  itself.  (See  Butl.  n.  1  on  Co.  Litt. 
332  b  ;  2  Prest.  Abst.  306 ;  3  ibid.  135.) 

(3°)  When  several  distinct  rights,  under  several  distinct  titles, 
by  virtue  of  which  he  might  impeach  the  fine,  accrued 
to  the  same  person  at  different  times,  he  had  several 
and  distinct  periods  of  five  years  allowed  to  him,  com- 
mencing respectively  from  the  respective  times  of 
accruer,  within  which  to  prosecute  them  respectively. 
(Cruise,  1  Fines  &  Reo.  237.) 

How  flnee  It  follows  from  these  principles,  that  any  person  having  any 

mant  title*.  BOfik  possession  of  land  as  would  qualify  him  to  make  a  feoff- 
ment, though  a  tortious  feoffment,"  could  simultaneously  convey 
a  sufficient  estate  to  support  a  fine  against  the  plea  paries  Jinis 
nihil  /labuemnl,  and  also  sufficiently  devest  the  estates  rightfully 
subsisting  under  the  former  seisin,  which  was  displaced  by  the 
feoffment.  A  fine  so  levied  would  therefore  bar  all  those  estates 
(so  far  as  regards  persons  not  under  disability)  upon  the  expira- 
tion of  five  years  after  the  completion  of  the  fine.  The  bar 
would  not  be  complete,  as  against  persons  under  disability,  until 
the  expiration  of  five  years  from  the  cessation  of  the  disability. 
If  the  feoffment  were  made  by  a  tenant  for  life  or  yean, 
the  remiundennan  or  reversioner  would,  after  the  death  of  such 
tenant  or  the  expiration  of  the  term,  as  the  case  might  require, 
have  a  fresh  period  of  five  years  to  prosecute  his  claim.  For 
though  the  tenant  for  life  or  years  had  incurred  a  forfeiture  of 
his  estate,  the  remainderman  was  not  bound  te  take  advantage 
of  the  forfeiture,  t  Upon  the  det^mination  of  the  particular 
estate,  whether  for  life  or  years,  a  new  right  accrued  to  the 
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remainderman ;  and,  by  oonsequenoe,  a  new  period  of  five  jears 
within  which  it  might  be  prosecuted.  (See  Fermor^s  casej  3 
Rep.  77 ;  Whalei/  v.  Tankard,  2  Lev.  52,  1  Vent.  241 ;  Brandlyn 
V.  Ord,  1  Atk.  671 ;  Cruise,  1  Fines  &  Rec.  239.) 

Uses  might  be  declared  upon  the  seisin  obtained  bj  means  UseB  declared 
of  a  fine  or  a  recovery,  in  the  same  way  as  they  might  be  reooyeiy. 
declared  upon  the  seisin  which  passed  by  a  feoffment ;  and  such 
uses,  since  they  caused  the  conusee,  or  the  recoveror,  to  be  '*  seised 
to  the  use  "  of  the  person  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  use,  were 
within  the  language  and  intent  of  the  Statute  of  Uses  and  were 
executed  by  the  statute.  The  uses  of  a  fine  were  declared  by 
the  person  by  whom  it  was  levied ;  and  the  uses  of  a  recovery 
were  declared  by  the  person  by  whom  it  was  suffered.  The 
uses  were  in  practice  commonly  declared  previously ;  but  they 
might  be  declared  subsequently,  at  any  time  during  the  lives 
of  the  parties.  {Dawman^a  Casey  9  Rep.  7.)  If  no  uses  were 
declared,  and  the  fine  was  levied,  or  the  recovery  suffered, 
without  valuable  consideration,  the  use,  and  with  it,  by  virtue 
of  the  statute,  the  legal  estate,  resulted  to  the  person  entitled 
to  declare  the  use.     (Ibid.) 

Owing  to  the  last-mentioned  ciroimistanoe,  a  doubt  at  one 
time  existed,  whether  a  tenant  to  the  praecipe  could  be  made  by 
levying  a  fine  without  any  declaration  of  use ;  for  it  was  thought 
that  the  seisin  might  be  forthwith  devested  oat  of  the  tenant  to 
the  praecipe  by  the  resulting  of  the  use,  instead  of  remaining  in 
him  to  enable  him  to  serve  the  purposes  of  the  recovery.  But 
it  was  decided  that  the  use  would  not  result  contrary  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties.  {Altham  v.  Angtesea^  11  Mod.  210, 
2  Salk.  676.) 

Since  a  married  woman  might  always,  at  the  common  law,  be  Fines  and 

xeooyeriee  as 

joined  as  a  co-defendant  with  her  husband  in  an  action  at  law,  aMuranoes 
it  follows  that  she  could  concur  with  him  in  levjring  a  fine  or  J^awT*^ 
suffering  a  common  recovery ;  because,  for  all  technical  purposes, 
these  stood  in  exactly  the  same  position  as  the  actions  at  law 
which  they  simulated.  Before  the  Fines  and  Reooveries  Act,  a 
fine  was  the  assurance  commonly  used  by  maixied  women  to 
release  dower  or  convey  estates  of  inheritance.    A  recovery  had 
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Origin  of 
'*  separate 
examina- 
tion." 


the  like  efieot ;  but  it  was  not  oommonly  used  in  praotioe  for 
these  purposes^  nnless  it  was  also  intended  to  be  used  to  bar  an 
estate  tail.  (1  Fzest.  Cony.  4, 5.)  For  these  purposes  a  fine  was 
efPeotual  without  proclamations  (3  Prest.  Abst.  133) ;  because  it 
was  sufficient  for  these  purposes  that  the  parties  should  be  bound 
inter  se  bj  estoppel,  there  being  no  need  to  have  reoourse  to  the 
peculiar  properties  of  a  fine  levied  under  the  statutes  4  Hen.  7, 
c.  24,  and  82  Hen.  8,  o.  36,  or  to  the  doctrine  of  non-claim ; 
and,  at  the  common  law,  even  after  the  Statute  of  Non-claim,  34 
Edw.  3,  c.  16,  a  fine  bound  the  parties  themselves,  including 
the  married  woman,  by  estoppel.  For  the  same  reason,  a 
recoverj  was  for  these  purposes  effectual,  although  it  was 
Buffered  without  a  proper  tenant  to  the  prcpcipe.  The  separate 
examination  of  married  women  arose  from  the  provision  of  the 
statute  ModuB  levandi  fines — "  And  if  a  woman  covert  be  one  of 
the  parties,  then  she  must  first  be  examined  bj  four  of  the  said 
justices ;  and,  if  she  doth  not  assent  thereunto,  the  fine  shall  not 
be  levied."  (2  Inst.  510.)  And  when  a  married  woman  joined 
in  suffering  a  common  recovery,  she  was  always  separately 
examined  by  the  practice  of  the  Court.  (Cruise,  2  Fines  & 
Rec.  179.) 


Assorances  It  may  also  be  remarked  that,  by  the  Custom  of  London  and 

wom^  under  ^^  many  other  cities  and  boroughs,  married  women  might  bind 
*f\^d^°^  their  real  property  by  deed  inrolled,  with  acknowledgment. 
(See,  for  a  very  similar  custom  of  the  town  of  Denbigh,  Dy. 
363  b,  pi.  26.)  This  custom  is  expressly  confirmed  by  34  &  35 
Hen.  8,  c.  22;  which  statute  remained  in  force  until  1863. 
Though  this  custom  was  recognised  by  the  statute,  it  did  not 
depend  upon  the  statute  for  its  validity,  and  there  is  no  reason 
to  suppose  that  the  repeal  of  the  statute  has  destroyed  the 
custom.  '  But  at  the  present  day  this  form  of  assurance  would 
have  little  practical  utility.  It  would  enable  a  woman  who  is 
neither  entitled  in  equity  to  her  separate  use,  nor  entitled  as  a 
feme  sole  under  the  Married  "Women's  Property  Act,  1882,  to 
alienate  or  charge  lands  situate  in  the  City  of  London,  without 
obtaining  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  which  would  be 
necessary  to  the  validity  of  any  assurance  made  by  virtue  of  the 
Fines  and  Recoveries  Act. 
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OF  A  FEOFFMENT. 


A  FEOFFMENT,  the  most  venerable  of  assurances,  survives  to  this  Fanetaon  of 
day,  but  is  now  little  used.     It  is  believed  that  certain  old  cor-  tha  oo^non 
porate  bodies  still  retain,  at  all  events  to  some  extent,  the  ^^* 
ancient  practice  of  conveying  by  feoffment.*    It  is  the  only 
assurance  (not  being  matter  of  record,  as  a  fine  or  recovery)  by 
which,  at  the  conmion  law,  legal  estates  of  freehold  in  possession 
can  be  conveyed  to  a  person  having  no  subsisting  interest  in  the 
land  and  no  privity  with  the  person  making  the  assurance.    It 
consists  simply  and  solely  in  the  livery  of  the  seisin ;  and  some 
phrases  in  common  use,  which  seem  to  imply  a  distinction 
between  the  feofEment  and  the  livery,  are  so  far  incorrect.^ 

Under  the  following  special  circumstances  the  immediate  free-  in  what  cases 
hold  might  at  the  common  law  be  acquired  without  livery  of  ^h^d^*^*^ 
seisin  and  without  any  assurance  of  record : —  might  pass 

"  without 

(1)  The  tenant  of  the  immediate  freehold  might  surrender  "^®^- 
to  the  immediate  remainderman  or  reversioner.  (Co. 
Litt.  50  a.)  Before  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the  surrender 
might  have  been  effected  by  mere  parol,  without  any 
writing.  {Ibid.  338  a.)  By  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
s.  3,  a  suirender  must  be  by  deed  or  note  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  surrenderor  or  his  agent  lawfully  autho- 
rized by  writing ;  and  by  8  &  9  Yict.  o.  106,  s.  3,  a 


*  The  present  writer  rememben  that  about  a  dosen  yean  ago  he  drew  a 
power  of  attorney  to  deUrer  aeiain  on  behalf  of  a  corporation. 

t  "  In  a  feoffment,  the  liyerr  is  the  material  part,  and  transfers  the  posses- 
sion."   (Baddeky  y.  LeppingweU,  3  Binr.  1533,  at  p.  1644.) 
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surrender  of  any  estate  of  freehold  is  void  at  law  unless 
made  by  deed. 

(2)  The  immediate  remainderman  or  reversioner,  upon  a  term 

of  years  or  a  tenancy  at  will,  might  release  by  deed  to 
the  tenant  for  years,  or  at  will.     (Co.  litt.  50  a.) 

(3)  An  exchange  might  be  made,  without  livery  of  seisin,  of 
lands  held  for  a  freehold  in  possession,  all  the  exchanged 
lands  being  situate  in  the  same  county.  And  before  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  such  exchange  might  have  been  by 
mere  parol.  (litt.  sect.  62.)  A  deed  is  now  necessary. 
(See  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  3.) 

(4)  Partition  between  coparceners  might  be  effected  without 

livery.  (Doct.  &  Stu.  17th  ed.  p.  23.)  For  example,  by 
drawing  of  lots.  (Litt.  sect.  246.)  A  deed  is  now 
necessary.     (See  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  3.) 

(5)  Lands  or  tenements  which  are  appurtenant  to  an  office, 

would  pass  in  possession  on  a  grant  by  deed  of  the  office. 
(Co.  Litt.  49  a ;  Shep.  T.  90.) 

(6)  Similarly  of  lands  or  tenements  which  are  appurtenant 

to  a  corrody.     (Co.  Litt.  49  a.) 

The  last  two  instances  are  not,  strictly  speaking,  examples  of 
a  conveyance  of  the  freehold  in  the  lands,  which  passes  only  as 
appurtenant  to  the  subject  of  the  grant. 

Lord  Coke  adds,  as  further  examples,  assignment  of  dower 
ad  ostium  ecclesicB^  or  otherwise  (meaning  also  dower  ex  assemu 
patrisjy  and  the  surrender  of  customary  freeholds.  (Co.  Litt. 
49  a.)  But  though  the  assignment  of  dower  forthwith  gave  the 
wife  an  indefeasible  claim,  this  can  hardly  be  called  an  imme- 
diate claim,  and  still  less  can  the  assignment  be  said  to  have 
vested  in  her  an  immediate  freehold ;  and  as  to  customary  free- 
holds, Lord  Coke's  opinion  that  the  mere  omission  of  the  words 
"  at  the  will  of  the  lord,"  in  a  grant  of  lands  held  by  copy  of 
court  roll,  is  enough  to  show  the  lands  to  be  properly  freeholds, 
must  now  be  regarded  as  quite  exploded.     ( Vide  supra,  p.  29.) 

Usaffe  of  the       Any  livery  of  the  seisin  for  an  estate  of  freehold  is  commonly - 

^     *  styled  a  feoffment;   but  in  strict  propriety  the  word,  being 

equivalent  to  donatio  feodij  denotes  livery  for  a  fee  or  estate  of 

inheritance.     (Co.  Litt.  9  a.)     Since  estates  of  mere  freehold  in 
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possession  will  at  the  oommon  law  pass  bj  liyery  of  seisin  as  well 
as  estates  of  inheritance  in  possession,  it  was  convenient,  when 
feoffments  were  in  common  use,  to  have  only  a  single  name  to 
denote  the  appropriate  assurance. 

Ldyery  of  seisin  is  divided  into  livery  in  deed^  and  livery  in  law. 

Livery  in  deed  (or  actual  livery)  is  made  upon  the  land  itself,  Beqoisites  to 
and  in  the  absence*  of  every  person,  other  than  the  feoffor  or 
feoffors,  having  any  lawful  estate  and  possession  in  the  thing 
whereof  livery  is  made.  (Shep.  T.  213.)  But  it  seems  that  a 
lessee  for  years  may  be  present,  if  assenting  to  the  livery  (Dy. 
33  a,  pi.  13) ;  and  the  livery  is  good  if  made  in  his  absence 
without  his  assent.  (Co.  Litt.  48  b.)  The  absent  lessee  must 
not  leave  behind  him  any  servant,  or  other  representative. 
Otherwise  the  livery  is  void,  even  though  such  servant  should 
assent.  (Boll.  Abr.  Feffment^  L,  15.  See  also  Dy.  363  a,  pi.  22.) 
Indifferent  persons,  having  and  claiming  no  estate  or  possession, 
nor  representing  anyone  who  does,  may  be  present.  {Doe  v. 
Taylor,  5  B.  &  Ad.  676.) 

It  seems  that  the  ceremony  in  which  livery  in  deed  consists  The  oeramonj 
may  be  merely  the  utterance  by  the  feoffor  of  express  words,  deedT^ 
unaccompanied  by  any  action,  declaring  a  present  intent  that 
the  feoffee  shall  immediately  have  the  seisin;  but  in  practice 
the  utterance  of  appropriate  words  was  commonly  accompanied 
by  *^the  delivery  of  anything  upon  the  land  in  name  of  seisin 
of  that  land,  though  it  be  nothing  concerning  the  land."  (Co. 
Litt.  48  a.)  Words  to  signify  the  intent  are  necessary  to 
perfect  the  livery  of  seisin,  though  they  are  not  necessary  to 


*  It  seems  to  hare  been  held  in  Mt/tUfordeU  cate^  Dj.  362  b,  pi.  20,  that  the 
presence  on  the  land  of  the  reyendoner,  if  he  raises  no  objection,  would  not,  at  the 
oommon  law,  hare  hindered  a  tenant  for  years  from  making  a  (tortions)  feoff- 
ment. But  it  18  not  clear  that  thia  was  more  than  obiter  dictum,  for  it  was 
doubted  in  that  case  whether  the  effect  of  the  partioolar  deed  of  feoffment  was 
not  to  conyajr  the  term  itself  preTionalj  to  the  livery  of  seisin,  in  which  case  the 
liyery  would,  it  is  oonoeived,  nare  been  Toid.  The  anthoritj  of  the  Touchstone 
is  express,  that  the  persons  abore  referred  to  in  the  text,  if  present,  must  actuaUj 
join  in  the  lirery :  in  whioh  case  they  would  of  course  be  counted  among  the 
feoffors.  Pjreston,  in  his  additions  to  the  text  of  Sheppard,  seems  to  support  this 
Tiew,  as  to  freeholders ;  bat  he  remarks  that  a  mere  assent  by  lessees  for  years 
is  sufficient. 
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perfect  the  deliyery  of -a  deed.     (Co.  litt.  49  b.)    An  exoeption 
to  this  rule  seems  to  exist  in  the  case  of  a  dumb  feoffor.     (Co. 
^        Litt.  42  b,  43  a.) 
Remarks  upon      The  reports  of  Shaiy'8   Case,   6   Rep.  26,  Cro.  Elia.  482, 
Serj.  Moore's  Bep.  458,  if  they  all  refer  to  the  same  case,  are 
'         utterly  at  variance.*    According  to  Moore,  a  certain  man,  in- 
tending to  deliver  seisin  of  a  house  and  land,  merely  (aolefnent) 
delivered  a  deed  of  feoffment  within  the  house;  vrhich  was 
held  to  be  no  livery  of  the  land,  but  only  a  delivery  of  the 
/       deed.     If  this  account  is  both  correct  and  complete,  the  case 
would  be  clear  and  undoubted    law ;   but    Moore's  account 
of  the  facts,  if  he  is  referring  to  the  same  case,  is  expressly 
contradicted  by  both  of    the  other  reporters.      They  affirm 
that  the  man  who  meant  to  make  the  feoffment  used  words 
which,  in  the  apprehension  of  ordinary  persons,  would  leave 
no  doubt  of  his  intention.    Lord  Coke  gives  the  words,  with 
peculiar  minuteness  of  circumstance,  as  follows: — "Brother, 
I  here  demise  unto  you  my  house  as  long  as  I  live,  paying 
twenty  pounds  by  the  year  to  me,  and  finding  me  my  board  and 
washing  and  keeping  of  a  horse."     Croke  plainly  represents  the 
case  as  having  decided,  that  mere  words,  unaccompanied  by  the 
symbolical  delivery  of  something,  like  a  turf,  a  twig,  or  the  ring 
or  handle  of  the  door  of  a  house,  are  insufficient  to  effect  livery 
of  seisin.     Towards  the  beginning  of  Lord  Coke's  report,  which 
is  apparently  confused  and  certainly  obscure,  the  reader  is 
inclined  to  think  that  he  is  being  told  the  same  thing;   but 
Lord  Coke  afterwards  explicitly  affirms  that  the  words,  JSnter 
into  this  land  and  etyay  it  during  your  life^  would  alone  have 
constituted  a  good  livery  of  seisin.     Therefore  it  would  seem 
that,  according  to  Lord  Coke,  the  case  only  decided  that  the 
word  demise  is  not  an  apt  word  to  make  livery  of  seisin  for  an 
esleiepur  autre  vie. 


*  Lord  Ck)ke'8  editors  aeem  for  seTeral  ffeiieratlons  to  haye  treated  these  reports 
as  referring  all  to  the  same  case ;  nor  is  there  any  reason,  from  the  faots  stated,  to 
doTtbt  the  identity  of  the  case  in  Croke  with  that  of  Lord  Coke.  But  the  dates 
and  names  are  different,  being  in  Lord  Colro  Sharp  y.  8wan^  42  Eliz.,  and  in 
Croke  Sharp  v.  Sharp^  38  Eliz.,  both  in  the  Common  Pleas.  At  the  end  of 
Croke*s  report  is  the  following  remark:— <* Note,  that  Serjeant  Glanvil  said, 
such  a  case  was  between  Swan  and  Sparki.'*  In  Moore  the  case  is  mvea  as 
38  &  39  £liz.,  Sharpe  y.  Swaine,  in  the  King's  Bench. 
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In  practice  the  safest  course  is  imdoubtedly  to  make  a  sym-  Coureo  to  be 

_      ,  ,  ,  pursued  in 

Dolical  deliverj,  upon  the  land  or  in  the  house,  of  some  appro-  practioe. 
priate  object  in  the  name  and  as  a  symbol  of  the  land  or  house, 
and  to  accompany  this  act  with  words,  desiring  the  feoffee  to 
hold  the  land  or  house  according  to  the  limitations  contained  in 
the  deed  of  feoffment,  by  which,  under  the  statute  8  &  9  Vict. 
0.  106,  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  livery  must  now  be  evidenced. 

Feoffor  or  feoffee  may  both,  or  either,  be  represented  by  their  Livery  by,  or 
respective  attorneys,  duly  appointed  for  the  purpose  by  deed,  attorney. 
(Co.  litt.  48  b.)     A  parol  attorney  will  not  suffice.    An  infant 
may  appoint  an  attorney  to  receive  livery  of  seisin  on  his  behalf ; 
and  this  is  an  exception*  from  the  general  rule,  that  an  infant 
cannot  execute  a  deed.     (1  Prest.  Abst.  293.) 

Livery  in  law  differs  in  its  ceremony  from  livery  in  deed  only  Livery  in  law. 
in  being  made  in  sight  of  the  land  instead  of  actually  upon  it. 
(Co.  litt.  48  b.)  It  does  not  require  the  same  absence  of  hostile 
claimants ;  and  it  was  in  fact  seldom  used  unless  the  presence 
on  the  land  of  such  claimants  made  livery  in  deed  dangerous  or 
impossible ;  though  such  danger  is  not  essential  to  the  validity 
of  livery  in  law.     (Co.  Litt.  253  a.) 

But  livery  in  law  passes  no  estate  without  entry  by  the  feoffee  When  it 

....  n  pasfieethe 

during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  the  feoffor.  Such  entry  seisin, 
must  be  actual  entry  (entry  in  deed),  unless  the  feoffee  be 
hindered  from  making  actual  entry  by  fear  of  violence;  in 
which  case  he  may  make  an  entri/  in  law  instead,  by  approaching 
as  near  as  he  dares,  and  in  words  claiming  the  land  to  be  his. 
Under  such  droumstanoes,  an  entry  in  law  will  operate  to  perfect 
the  livery,  and  cause  the  estate  to  pass,  in  the  like  manner  as 
entry  by  deed.  (Litt.  sect.  419 ;  Townsend  v.  -4«A,  3  Atk.  336, 
at  p.  340.) 

The  law  imagines  such  an  intimate  union  between  different  F^roels  in  the 

_  ,  same  county. 

parts  of  the  same  county  (Finch,  Law,  p.  79)  that  livery  of 


*  By  9  Geo.  1,  o.  29,  s.  1,  infants  not  having  guardians  and  femes  oovert  are 
empowered,  by  writing  under  hand  and  seal,  to  appoint  an  attorney  to  take 
admittance  to  oopyholds.  This  is  repealed  by  11  Geo.  4  &  1  WiU.  4,  o.  66, 
8.  1,  but  re-enaotea  by  s.  4. 
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seisin  of  one  parcel  suffices  to  give  seisin  of  all  other  parcels  in 
the  same  county,  to  which  the  liverj  relates.     (Litt.  sect.  61.) 

FM^entBby  ^^  ^h^  common  law,  a  feoffment  made  by  an  infant,  prop  fid 
manu  and  not  by  attorney,  is  voidable  only  and  not  void ;  and  the 
age  of  the  infant  is  not  material.  (13  Yin.  Abr.  174  =  Feofftnenty 
E,  pi.  1,  2 ;  1  Prest.  Abst.  323.) 

Oxu^imBrj  By  the  custom  of  the  county  of  Kent,  an  infant,  whether 

infant!.  male  or  female,  not  being  below  the  age  of  fifteen*  years,  seised 

in  fee  simple  in  possession  of  lands  subject  to  the  custom  of 
gavelkind,  may  indefeasibly  alienate  them  by  feoffment ;  at  all 
events  for  valuable  consideration.  (Bob.  G^av.  pp.  248,  249.) 
It  is  doubtful  whether,  in  the  absence  of  consideration,  such 
a  feoffment  would  be  imavoidable.  {Ibid,  pp.  276,  277.)  It 
would  not  be  void;  because  if  it  should  fail  as  a  customary 
feoffment,  it  would  be  in  the  position  of  a  feoffment  made  by  an 
infant  at  the  common  law.  The  alienation  is  not  necessarily  for 
a  fee  simple,  but  may  be  for  a  fee  tail,  or  for  life.  (Bob.  GFav. 
p.  280.)  But  (independently  of  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  4)  a  feoff- 
ment  made  by  an  infant  could  not  have  any  tortious  operation. 
(Bob.  Gav.  pp.  279, 280.)  It  is  doubtful  whether  this  custom 
extends  to  lands  taken  by  the  infant  otherwise  than  by  descent. 
{Ibid.  pp.  277,  278,  and  p.  279,  note  c.)  But  infants  so  rarely 
take  lands  in  fee  simple  by  purchase,  that  the  question  is  of 
little  practical  importance.  The  custom  is  construed  strictly ; 
and  therefore  the  infant  must  deliver  seisin  propriA  manu^  and 
not  by  attorney.  {Ihid,  p.  249.)  The  Statute  of  Frauds,  s.  1, 
whereby  no  feoffment  can  convey  any  greater  estate  than  a 
tenancy  at  will,  unless  it  is  "  put  in  writing,"  signed  by  the 
feoffor  or  his  agent  thereunto  lawfully  authorized  by  writing, 
seems  to  apply  to  feoffments  made  under  a  custom  by  an  infant. 
But  such  feoffments  are  expressly  excepted  from  8  &  9  Yict. 
c.  106,  s.  3,  whereby  feoffments  in  general  are  declared  to  be 
void  unless  evidenced  by  deed. 

This  custom  is  not  necessarily  confined  to  gavelkind  lands  in 
Kent.    It  might  lawfully  be  alleged  to  exist  in  manors  and 

*  In  By.  262  b,  pi.  33,  ibid.  301  a,  pi.  41,  the  age  mentioned  is  iixteen  years. 
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'lK>rotig1is  elsewhere.  (Rob.  Q-av.  p.  287i  See  Co.  Litt,  110 1^ 
find  Horg.  n.  2  thereon.)  In  respect  to  lands  not  within  the 
county  of  Kent,  its  existence  would  require  to  he  specially 
proved. 

At  the  common  law,  a  deed,  or  charter  of  feoffment,  was  livery  ««»«• 
necessary  only  in  the  case  of  a  feoffment  made  to  a  corporation  carta. 
aggregate.  (Co.  litt.  94  b.)  But  though  livery  of  the  seisin 
was  itself  the  feoff ment,  and .  nothing  else  than  livery  was 
generally  necessary  to  a  perfect  feoffment,  yet  the  limitation  of 
the  estate  or  estates  for  which  the  livery  was  made  might  be 
contained  in  a  deed,  executed  for  the  purpose  previously  to  the 
feoffment;  and  if  the  livery  were  afterwards  made  without  any 
formal  limitation,  but  expressed  to  be  made  with  reference  and 
according  to  the  deed  {secundum  formam^  or  formam  et  effectumj 
cartce)^  such  livery  would  enure  to  effect  the  limitations  con« 
tained  in  the  deed. 

If  livery  of  seisin  be  made  secundum  formam  cartce^  the  opera-  How  the 
tion  of  the  livery,  so  far  as  regards  the  quantum  of  the  estate  trolB  the 
passed  by  it,  is  controlled  by  the  import  of  the  deed ;  so  that  ^^®^- 
(1)  if  the  deed  should  limit  an  estate  which  cannot  pass,  oi* 
which  cannot  be  created,  by  livery  of  seisin,  as  a  remainder  de 
novo  in  fee  simple  expectant  upon  the  death  of  the  feoffor,  or  a 
term  of  years  followed  by  no  remainder  of  freehold,  the  livery 
is  void ;  (2)  if  the  livery  purport  to  be  secundum  formam  cartce^ 
but  the  feoffor  should  also  verbally  limit  an  estate  which  is 
less  than  the  estate  limited  in  the  deed,  the  estate  limited 
in  the  deed  passes  by  the  livery.     (Co.  litt.  48  a,  b;  ibid. 
222  b.) 

An  estate  of  freehold  having  any  quantum^  in  remainder 
expectant  upon  a  term  of  years  created  at  the  same  time,  may 
be  passed  by  making  livery  of  seisin  to  that  intent  to  the  termor 
for  years.  (litt.  sect.  60.)  But  such  livery  cannot  be  made 
after  the  termor  has  entered  into  possession  by  virtue  of  his 
term ;  it  being,  of  course,  understood  that  his  entry  upon  the 
land  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  livery,  does  not,  being  made 
with  that  intent,  amount  to  an  entry  into  possession  so  as  to 
defeat  the  livery.     (Co.  litt.  49  b.)     And  for  this  purpose  the 
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lively  must  be  liverj  in  deed,  not  liverj  in  law ;  whioh  latter 
oan  only  be  made  to  the  person  who  is  himself  to  take  the  free* 
hold.     {Ibid.) 


Statutory 

requiflitee. 

"Writing. 


Deed. 


Signing  not 
essential  to 
the  deed's 
Taliditjr. 


Since  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  o.  3,  s.  1,  no  feofibnent 
oan  convey  any  greater  estate  than  a  tenancy  at  will,  unless  it  is 
*^  put  in  writing/'  signed  by  the  feoffor  or  his  agent  thereunto 
lawfully  authorized  in  writing. 

By  the  8  &  9  Yiot.  o.  106,  s.  3,  a  feoffment,  other  than  « 
feoffment  made  under  a  custom  by  an  infant,  is  void  unless 
evidenced  by  deed. 

Except  in  special  cases  by  virtue  of  special  enactments,  a  deed 
does  not  need  signing  in  addition  to  sealing  and  delivery. 
{Taunton  v.  Pepler^  Madd.  &.  Qeld.  166;  Cherry  v.  Heming, 
4  Exch.  631.)  Blackstone  seems  to  have  thought  that  the 
above-cited  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  had  made  signing 
necessary  to  every  deed  by  which  any  estate  or  interest  specified 
in  that  section  is  granted  or  evidenced.  (2  Bl.  Com.  306.)  But 
he  seems  for  a  moment  to  have  forgotten,  that  all  transactions 
not  by  deed  are  in  contemplation  of  law  by  parol.  The  statute 
seems  only  to  aim  at  restricting  (in  the  specified  cases)  the 
latitude  of  parol  transactions,  forbidding  parol  transactions  by 
mere  words,  permitting  parol  transactions  by  written  words 
without  deed.  There  is  not  any  reason  to  believe  that  the 
*^  many  fraudulent  practices,  which  are  commonly  endeavoured 
to  be  upheld  by  perjury  and  subornation  of  perjury,"  against 
which  the  statute  is  aimed,  were  common  in  transactions  by 
deed ;  or  that,  if  they  had  been,  the  remedy  applied  by  the 
statute  would  have  been  efficacious  in  such  cases ;  or  that  the 
makers  of  the  statute  thought  it  would.  Transactions  by  deed 
seem  wholly  outside  the  language,  as  well  as  the  intention,  of 
the  statute.  (See  Prest.  Shep.  T.  256,  note  24;  3  Prest. 
Abst.  61 ;  Aveline  v.  Whrnon^  4  Man.  &  Ghr.  801 ;  Cooch  v.  Qood- 
man,  2  Q.  B.  580,  at  p.  597.) 

It  is  therefore  conceived  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  to  make  signing  necessary  to  the  deeds  contemplated 
in  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  3.  Such  deeds  ought  nevertheless  to 
be  signed  in  practice. 
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By  the  oommon  law,  any  person  having  actual  poBsession^not  TortiOTw 
necessarily  actual  8eIsin)^of  lands,  could,  by  a  feo£Ement,  give  to  feoffment  at 
any  person,  other  than  the  person  having  the  next  or  the  imme-  ^;<«"^«^ 
diate  estate  of  freehold  in  the  lands,*  an  immediate  estate  of 
freehold,  having  any  quantum.    If  the  feoffor  was  actually 
seised,  and  the  estate  which  passed  hy  the  feoffment  was  no 
greater  than  the  estate  of  the  feoffor,  the  feoffment  took  effect 
rightfully ;  hut  if  the  feoffor  was  not  actually  seised,  or  if  the 
estate  which  passed  by  the  feoffment  was  greater  than  his 
estate,t  the  feoffment  was  styled  a  tortious  feoffment,  and  was 
said  to  take  effect  by  wrong. 

In  accordance  with  the  maxim  that  no  one  can  qualify  his 
own  wrong ^  tortious  feoffment  devested  the  whole  fee  simple 
out  of  the  rightful  owner  or  owners.  J^  It  does  not  follow  that 
the  tortious  feoffment  was  necessarily  a  feoffment  in  fee  simple ; 
and  it  mightf  in  fact  be  for  a  less  estate.')  In  such  a  case,  the 
feoffee  took  only  the  less  estate,  but  the  whole  fee  simple  was 
devested  out  of  the  rightful  owner  or  owners,  and^ch  part  of 
it  as  was  not  disposed  of  by  the  feoffment  became  vested  in  the 
feoffor  by  way  of  a  tortious  reversion  upon  the  tortious  par- 
ticular estate  created  by  the  feoffment.^ 

The  tortious  operation  of  feoffments  made  after  Ist  October,  ^®T?^" 
1845,  is  prevented  by  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  4.  statute, 

(The  possession  of  a  termor  for  years,  or  tenant  at  will,  or  by  Who  could 
sufferance,  sufficed  to  enable  the  termor,  or  tenant,  to  make  a  tortiouB 
tortious  feoffment  3  and  thus  to  convey  an  immediate  estate  of   ^  °^®^  * 
freehold  which  fulfilled  many  of  the  purposes  of  a  rightful 
estate,  though  it  afforded  no  defence  against  the  title  of  the 
rightful  owner.     Upon  the  subject  generally,  and  especially 
upon  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Horde^  1  Burr.  60,J  in  which  Lord 


*  If  the  feoffment  had  been  made  to  the  person  lawfully  seised  in  possession, 
it  would  have  been  Toid,  as  purporting  to  g^ve  him  what  he  already  had  ;  upon 
the  principle  of  the  maxim.  Quod  meum  est^  ampHui  ease  meum  nott  potest.  (Co. 
Litt.  49  b.^  If  it  had  been  made  to  the  next  remainderman,  it  would  haye 
operated  nrhtfullj  as  a  surrender  of  the  estate  of  the  feoffor,  thus  accelerating 
the  remainder.     (1  Prest.  Abet.  353.) 

t  '*  Where  a  Ki^eater  estate  passeth  by  liyery  than  the  particular  tenant  may 
lawfully  make."  (Ck>.  Litt.  261  a.)  Upon  the  whole  subject  of  disseisin  1^ 
tortions  feoffment,  see  Litt.  sect.  611,  and  Butl.  n.  1,  thereon. 

X  The  history  of  the  case  was  briefly  as  follows : — A,  being  tenant  in  tail  in 
renkainder,  and  being  entitled  also  to  the  benefit  of  certain  outstanding  terms, 
in  1710  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against  the  tenant  for  life,  and  reooyered 
judgment,  appar<»itly  on  the  ground  of  the  outstahdi&g  terms.    Going  into 
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Mansfield,  etriving  after  an  unattainable  eqidtj  (to  pc^  Varscrdai 
Si/v2CToy  Si^9i/x.6vof)  did  his  best  to  throw  the  law  into  confusiozir 
see  Butl.  n.  1  on  Go.  Litt.  330  b. 


possession  under  this  judgment,  he  made,  as  was  alleged,  a  feoffment  to  a 
stranger,  in  order  that  he  might  Benre  as  the  tenant  to  the  praeipe,  and  suffered, 
a  common  recovery.  He  appears  at  the  time  to  have  believed  himself  to  be 
tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  and  to  have  intended  the  feoffment  to  take  effect  by 
that  tide.  But  it  was  afterwards  decided  that  he  was  only  tenant  in  tail  in  re- 
mainder, and  therefore  the  feoffment  could  only  take  effect,  if  at  all,  by  tort. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  recovery  was  valid. 

In  1752  an  action  of  ejectment  was  brought  in  the  Kinpf's  Bench  to  impeach 
the  title  under  the  recovery  ;  but  it  was  hell  {hat  the  action  was  barred  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitationfl ;  which  fact  made  it  unnecessarr  to  decide  the  question 
of  law.  This  action  is  reported  1  Burr.  60 ;  and  upon  this  occasion  Lord  Mans- 
•field  delivered  himself  of  those  disquisitions,  which  no  one  has  ever  been  able  to 
imderstand.  A  writ  of  error  was  brought  to  the  House  of  Lords,  briefly  reported 
1  Burr.  126,  more  folly  6  Bro.  P.  0.  633 ;  when  the  judgment  of  the  King's 
Bench  was  affirmed  upon  the  same  ground. 

In  1777  a  right  accrued  in  possession  to  a  reversioner,  who  had  title  on  the 
hypothesis  that  the  recovery  was  bad,  and  he  brought  a  fresh  action  of  ejectment 
in  the  Kiug^s  Bench  to  impeach  the  title  under  the  recovery,  which  action  is 
reported  2  Oowp.  689.  Lora  Mansfield,  who  had  fully  stated  his  opinion  in  the 
action  of  1752,  took  no  part  in  the  action  of  1777. 

The  first  question  considered  was  whether  A,  at  the  time  when  he  suffered 
the  recovery,  had  been  tenant  in  tail  in  posaeesioD  or  tenant  in  tail  in  renuiinder ; 
because,  if  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  he  would  of  course  have  had  the  right  to 
suffer  the  recovery.  The  Ck>urt  held  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  title, 
he  was  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder ;  and  no  more  needs  to  be  said  upon  this 
head. 

Then  the  question  arose,  whether  there  had  been  a  good  tenant  to  the  pracipe  ; 
for  in  default  of  a  good  tenant  to  the  praeipe^  the  recovery  was  of  course 
irregular. 

It  seems  to  have  been  contended,  that  when  A  went  into  possession  under 
the  judgment  which  he  obtained  in  his  action  of  ejectment  in  1710,  this  entry 
was  a  disseisin  of  the  tenant  for  Ufe,  whereby  A  obtained  a  freehold  by  dis- 
seisin.   This  contention,  which  seems  to  be  absurd,  was  overruled  by  the  Court. 

Then  came  the  question,  whether  the  tortious  feoffment  had  vedied  an  estate 
of  freehold  (by  tort,  of  course)  in  the  feoffee. 

There  seems  to  be  good  ground  for  the  decision  at  which  the  Court  arrived. 
There  seems  to  have  been  no  sufficient  evidence  that  any  feoffment  was  ever 
really  made  ;  for  it  is  certain  that  the  feoffor  remained  in  possession  after  the 
alleged  feoffment,  and  there  was  nothing,  except  the  common -form  indorsement 
on  the  deed,  to  show  that  the  feoffee  ever  received  livery  in  fact.  The  Court 
was  j  nstified  in  treating  this  part  of  the  proceeding  either  as  a  mere  sham, 
pretended  to  be  gone  through  for  the  sake  of  ^ving  foundation  to  a  fraudulent 
recovery,  or  else  as  a  feoffment  which,  being  intended  to  take  ^ect  by  rights 
could  not  take  effect  by  wrong. 

Moreover,  assuming  that  an  estate  of  freehold  acquired  by  disseisin  is  techni- 
cally a  sufficient  qualification  for  the  tenant  to  the  pracipe,  it  does  not  follow,  if 
such  an  estate  by  disseisin  has  been  created  hj  the  f  radulent  act  of  the  reooveree, 
that  the  recovery  must  be  good.  The  conclusion  seems  to  be  more  than  plausible, 
that  such  a  recovery  would  be  void  under  the  general  law  relating  to  fraud  and 
oovine.  If  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  haid  been  allowed  to  manufacture  a 
tenant  to  the  prteeipe  by  tort,  this  would  have  been  nearly  the  same  thing  as  to 
allow  him  to  suffer  a  recovery  without  any  tenant  to  the  praeipe  at  all. 

The  Court,  perhaps  unfortunately,  did  not  confine  their  attention  to  these 
grounds,  but  served  up  a  watered  version  of  Lord  Mansfield,  who  had  entered 
into  long  disquisitions  relating  to  the  original  nature  of  feoffments,  the  nature 
of  feofSients  at  that  day,  the  law  relating  to  disseisin  in  general,  and  the 
doctrine  of  disseisin  at  the  election  of  the  person  disseised.  This  has  given  rise 
to  the  impression,  that  Lord  Mansfield,  and  (following  him)  the  Court  of  King*8 
Bench,  considered  the  law  relating  to  the  tortious  operation  of  feo&nents  to  be 
inequitable,  and  fit  to  be  pruned  away  by  modem  enlightenment. 
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If  a  tortious  feoffment  was  made  by  any  person  other  than  a  itK  e£Fect, 
tenant  in  tail  actually  seised,  the  person  rightfully  entitled  (or  made  hv 
any  other  person  acting  in  his  name,  even  though  without  his  ^^i^  **^ 
assent)  might  at  common  law  destroy  the  tortious  estate  of  the  seiaed. 
feoffee  by  mere  entry  (Co.  litt.  258  a) ;  but  if  the  feoffee's 
heir  had  succeeded  by  inheritance  before  entry  made,  the  heir's 
estate  could  not  be  affected  by  entry,  and  the  rightful  claimant 
was  put  to  his  action.     (litt.  sect.  385.)     His  entry  was  tech-  ^^^  *^«^' 
nically  said  to  be  tolled  by  descent  cast.     Entry  was  tolled  by  a 
descent  cast  in  fee  tail  (when  the  disseisor  made  a  gift  in  tail)  as 
well  as  in  fee  simple.     {Ibid.  sect.  386.)  tBut  on  the  extinction 
of  the  entail  by  failure  of  issue,  the  entry  was  revived  against 
the  remainderman  or  reversionern  (Co.  Litt.  238  b.) 

The  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  39,  enacts  that  no  descent  cast  Entay  now 

.  .not  toUed  by 

after  31st  December,  1833,  shall  toll  any  right  of  entry.     This  descent, 
enactment  made  the  learning  of  descents  cast,  and  also  of  con- 
tinual claim  whereby  rights  of  entry  might  be  protected  there- 
from, equally  obsolete. 

4.  feoffment,  made  by  a  tenant  in  tail  actually  seised,  operated  Dwcontinu- 
as  a  discontinuance  of  the  estate  tail,  and  devested  all  remainders, 
and  the  reversion,  expectant  upon  it,  unless  they  were  vested  in 
the  king.  {Stone  v.  Netcnianj  Cro.  Car.  427,  at  p.  428.)  By 
such  dkcontinuance  the  persons  entitled  under  the  entail,  and 
in  remainder  or  reversion,  were  barred  of  their  right  of  entry, 
and  respectively  put  to  their  action  as  the  only  means  to  enforce 
their  claims. 

The  learning  relating  to  discontinuance,  though  obsolete  in 
respect  to  the  common  practice,  is  still  sometimes  of  practical 
importance.  In  1884  a  case  was  litigated  in  the  House  of 
Lords  in  which  the  validity  of  a  claim  partly  depended  upon 
the  properties  at  the  common  law  of  a  tortious  fee  simple,  which 
had  been  gained  by  a  discontinuance  effected  in  the  preceding 
century,  by  a  feoffment  made  by  the  survivor  of  two  joint 
donees  in  special  tail. 

In  all  cases  where  the  right  of  entry  was  tolled  or  barred,  the  'BX^^t  of 
needful  action  to  recover  the  seisin  was  a  real  action.   An  action  to  real  action, 
of  ejectment  {ejectione  firmcB)  would  not  suffice.     (2  Frest.  Abst. 
328.) 

There  were  two  degrees  of  remoteness  in  a  right  of  action,  the 
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first  being  eoid  to  be  founded  upon  a  right  <^  postessi'on,  and  the 
eecond  being  styled  a  meie  riijM ;  and  there  were  two  kinds  of 
real  boUodb  ooireBponding  thereto,  posaeBsort/  aetiom,  grounded 
upon  writs  styled  vrih  of  entry,  and  droitural  acOont,  grounded 
upon  writs  styled  irrita  of  right.  Aright  ot  possession  miglit  be 
turned  to  a  mere  right,  either  by  suffering  such  a  time  to  elapse 
aa  would  be  a  bar  to  a  writ  of  entry,  or  by  suffering  adverse 
judgment  by  default  in  an  action  on  such  a  writ.  (See,  on  this 
subject,  Bull.  n.  I  on  Co.  Litt.  239  a.)  But  the  discontinuanoe 
of  an  estate  tail  by  the  tortious  feoffment  of  the  tenant  in  tail  in 
possession,  forthwith  turned  the  right  of  the  issue  in  tail  to  a 
mere  right,  without  passing  through  any  intermediate  stages. 

Feoffment  u  The  feofiment  hitherto  contemplated  is  a  strictly  common  law 
imiter  Statute  Conveyance.  But  uses  capable  of  being  executed  by  the  statute 
"     '^'  may  be  declared  upon  the  seisin  of  the  feoffee ;  and  in  such  case 

the  conveyance  takra  effect  partly  by  the   common  law  and 

partly  by  the  statute. 
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GHAPTER  XXIX. 

OF   A   RELEASE. 

A  RELEASE  has  Several  modes  of  operation ;  but  of  these  only 
two,  strictly  speaking,  entitle  it  to  be  styled  an  assurance  of 
lands — (1)  its  operation  by  way  of  enlarging  an  estate  {enlarger 
V estate)  y  when  a  remainderman  or  reversioner  releases  his  estate 
to  a  particular  tenant ;  and  (2)  its  operation  by  way  of  passing 
an  estate  (mitter  Restate),  when  one  joint  tenant  releases  his 
estate  to  another.  The  following  remarks  will  be  confined  to 
releases  by  way  of  enlargement. 

A  mere  interesse  tei*mini  does  not  qualify  the  person  entitled  Who  may 
thereto  (the  intended  lessee)  to  take  a  release  (Litt.  sect.  469) ;  ^,y^r  "^ 
for  there  does  not  exist  a  reversion  upon  an  interesse  termini,  ''*»^^» 
(Co.  Litt.  270  a.)  The  lessee  must  be  in  possession  either  by 
actual  entry  or  by  force  of  a  bargain  and  sale  under  the  Statute 
of  Uses.  But  he  remains  qualified  to  take  a  release,  if  he  parts 
with  the  possession  to  a  sub-lessee  of  his  own ;  and  a  termor  for 
years  in  remainder  upon  another  term  which  is  an  interest  in 
possession,  is  sufficiently  qualified  to  take  a  release,  without 
being  or  having  been  in  possession,  by  the  possession  of  the 
termor  under  the  prior  term.  {Ibid,)  There  is  a  sufficient 
reversion  upon  a  tenancy  at  will  to  qualify  the  tenant  to  take  a 
release  (Litt.  sect.  460) ;  but  not  upon  a  tenancy  at  sufferance, 
which  is  a  bare  possession  without  any  privity  of  estate.  (Co. 
Litt.  270  b;  Butler  v.  Duckmantony  Cro.  Jac.  169.)  The  general 
principle  which  sums  up  and  explains  the  foregoing  observations 
is  this,  that  the  releasee  must  have  in  him  a  vested  estate  or 
interest  to  which  the  releasor  is  privy. 

By  a  release  in  fee,  the  estate  of  the  particular  tenant  is  its  effect, 
enlarged,  and,  if  his  estate  is  only  a  chattel  interest,  his  mere 
possession  is  turned  to  an  actual  seisin  (Litt.  sect.  546) ;  and 
uses  capable  of  being  executed  by  the  statute  may  be  declared 
upon  the  seisin  so  acquired. 
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Lease  and  Upon  the  foregoing  proposition  was  founded  the  now  obsolete 

assurance  bj  lease  and  release.  The  lease  was  a  bargain  and 
sale  for  a  year,  which,  being  made  by  a  person  having  the  seisin 
in  him,  raised  a  use  capable  of  being  executed  without  trans* 
mutation  of  the  seisin,  whereby  the  bargainee  acquired  a  lease 
for  a  year,  and  was  held  to  be  constructively  in  possession  under 
the  statute  without  actual  entry.  Thereby  he  became  qualified 
at  the  common  law  to  acquire  the  seisin  in  fee  by  means  of  a 
release  of  the  reversion.* 

New  uses  capable  of  being  executed  by  the  statute  might  be 
declared  upon  the  seisin  so  transferred  in  fee  to  the  releasee. 

Thus  this  kind  of  aasurance  might  serve,  and  was  in  fact 
employed  to  serve,  two  different  purposes,  accordingly  as  the  use 
was  declared  to  the  releasee  himself,  or  as  new  uses  were 
declared  upon  his  seisin.  (1)  If  the  use  was  declared  to  the 
releasee  himself,  the  latter  remained  seised ;  and,  since  he  was 
seised  to  his  own  use,  he  was  in  by  the  common  law,  and  not  by 
the  statute.  In  this  case  the  lease  and  release  operated  merely 
as  a  conveyance^  and  its  operation  is  divisible  into  two  stages : 
first,  the  bargain  and  sale  for  a  year,  which  took  effect  by  the 
statute;  and,  secondly,  the  release,  which  took  effect  by  the 
common  law.  (2)  If  new  uses  were  declared  upon  the  seisin  of 
the  releasee,  these  (if  otherwise  valid)  were  executed  by  the 
statute,  whereby  the  seisin  was  devested  out  of  the  releasee  to 
serve  the  uses.  In  this  case  the  lease  and  release  might  operate 
as  a  settlement ;  and  its  operation  was  obviously  divisible  into 
three  stages,  of  which  the  first  and  third  were  due  to  the  statute, 
and  the  second  was  due  to  the  common  law. 


*  This  mode  of  assurance  is  said  to  have  heen  invented  hj  Serjeant  Moore  not 
long  after  the  passing  of  the  Statute  of  Uses.  (2  Bl.  Com.  339.)  It  was  not 
accepted  without  much  opposition ;  see  2  Prest.  Ck)nv.  208 ;  Kowe,  Bac.  Uses, 
p.  146,  note  87.  A  sufficient  reply  to  the  technical  ohjections  urged  against  it 
seems  to  be  found  in  the  sixth  resolution  in  Iseham  v.  Morrice^  Cro.  Gar.  109,  at 
p.  110 ;  which  decided  that,  when  a  lease  had  been  made  under  the  statute,  the 
reversion  would  pass  by  a  g^nt  before  entry  by  the  lessee.  From  Uiis  it  follows 
that  the  reversion  womd  pass  to  the  lessee  himself  by  release.  The  distinction 
between  the  common  law  lease  and  the  lease  under  the  statute  is,  that  in  the 
former  case,  until  the  lessee  enters,  the  lease  has  no  existence  as  a  lease,  but 
only  as  an  interesse  termini,  a  possibility  to  come  into  existence,  and  is  not  sepa- 
rated from  the  reversion,  or  rather  from  that  which,  when  the  lease  comes  into 
existence,  will  be  the  reversion ;  see  Lord  Coke  on  Litt.  sect.  459 ;  but  in  the 
case  of  a  lease  under  the  statute,  the  lease  is  immediately  and  before  entry  sepa- 
rated  from  the  reversion. 
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CHAPTER  XXX. 


OF  A  STATUTORY   GRANT. 


The  several  stages  by  which  the  form  of  assurance  bj  lease  and  AH  heredita- 
release  was  superseded,  have  been  traced  above ;  the  last  of  S^ffrant!^  * 
them  being  the  8  &  9  Yict.  o.  106,  s.  2,  which  enacts  that,  after 
1st  October,  1845,  all  corporeal  tenements  and  hereditaments 
shall,  as  regards  the  conveyance  of  the  immediate  freehold 
thereof,  be  deemed  to  lie  in  grant  as  well  as  in  livery. 

The  disuse  in  practice  of  feoffments,  and  the  abolition  by  the  BeUtion 
above-cited  statute  of  the  necessity  for  livery  of  seisin,  is  con-  premises  of  a 
nected  with  some  remarkable  modifications  in  the  practical  effect  ^^  "^  ^^ 

*  habendum, 

of  conveyances,  so  far  as  regards  the  reliftion  between  the  pre- 
misses and  the  habendum.  The  following  statement  of  the  chief 
points  which  require  to  be  noticed  in  this  relation  may  be  found 
useful,  since  very  confused,  and  even  erroneous,  ideas  are  now 
current  upon  the  subject.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  in 
early  times  deeds  contained  no  recitals,  and  that  the  premisses 
are  deemed  to  commence  with  the  operative  words. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  authorities  seems  to  establish 
the  following  propositions : — 

(1)  Effect  must  be  given  to  every  part  of  the  premisses ;  and 
therefore,  though  the  habendum  may  enlarge  an  estate 
expressly  contained  in  the  premisses,  and  capable  of  taking 
effect,  it  may  not  make  void  any  such  estate,  or  abridge 
any  such  estate,  unless  the  abridgment  is  consistent  with 
the  expressions  contained  in  the  premisses.  (Co.  Litt. 
299  a ;  Lilley  v.  Whitney,  Dy.  272  a,  pi.  30  ;  CaHer  v. 
Madgtcick^  3  Lev.   339;  Germain  v.   (hrhard,  1  Salk. 
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346,  3  Salk.  222 ;  Gcodtith  t.  Gihbs,  5  B.  &  C.  709 ; 

Boddifigfonr.  RobiiMn,  L.  B.  10  Exch.  270.) 

TruA  It  follows  from  the  above-stated  proposition,  thai  the 

whether  habendum  cannot  in  general  abridge  any  estate  contained 

^!^j!fj!Z^^  "^  *^®  premiwes,  onless  snch  estate  either  is  not  expres&l  j- 

contained,  or  else  is  not  capable  of  taking  effect ;  because 
such  abridgment  would  not  in  general  be  consistent,  in 
such  a  case,  with  the  expressions  in  the  premisses.  And 
it  accordingly  appears,  from  an  examination  of  the  autho- 
rities, that  all  the  usnaUy  cited  cases  in  which  the  haben-^ 
dum  has  been  held  to  abridge  an  estate  in  the  premisses, 
are  referable  to  one  or  the  other  of  these  two  heads,  and 
are  divisible  into  two  classes,  which  are  summed  up  in 
the  two  next  following  propositions. 

(2)  Where  an  estate  in  the  premisses  arises,  not  expressly,  but 
by  mere  implication,  an  express  estate  in  the  habendum^ 
if  repugnant,  may  abridge  the  implication  of  the  pre- 
misses. {Bucklef^s  Casey  2  Rep.  65 ;  Sogg  v.  Cross,  Cro; 
EUz.  254;  Co.  litt.  183  a;  ibid.  190  b.) 

The  language  in  which  this  rule  is  often  referred  to 
as  being  an  example  of  repugnancy  between  the  habendum 
and  the  premisses,  and  of  the  controlling  of  the  latter 
by  the  former,  is  not  very  happily  chosen,  though  it  is 
sanctioned  by  high  authority.  For,  since  it  is  not  only 
unnecessary,  but  even  improper,  that  the  premisses  should 
contain  auy  mention  of  the  estate  to  be  granted  (Shep. 
T.  75),  there  is  no  reason,  imder  such  circumstances  as 
above  mentioned,  to  suppose  that  any  estate  by  impli- 
cation arises  by  the  bare  mention  of  a  grantee  in  the 
premisses.  In  such  cases,  instead  of  saying  that  the 
implied  estate  in  the  premisses  is  controlled  by  the 
express  estate  in  the  habenduniy  we  should  more  properly 
say  that  there  is  no  estate  in  the  premisses  at  all. 

(3)  Where,  under  the  old  law,  an  estate  was  contained  in  the 
premisses,  which  could  not  take  effect  without  livery  of 
seisin,  and  such  livery  was  not  duly  made,  then,  if  an 
estate  was  contained  in  the  habendum  which  could  take 
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effect  without  livery  of  seiBin,  the  latter  estate  would  take 
effect  by  mere  delivery  of  the  deed,  though  the  former 
would  not.     {Ba/dwtn*8  Case,  2  Bep.  23.) 

In  these  cases  also  there  is  little  propriety  in  speaking 
of  the  habendum  as  controlling  the  premisses.  It  would 
be  more  correct  to  say  that  two  limitations  are  contained 
in  the  same  deed,  one  of  which  (that  in  the  premisses)  is 
void,  while  the  other  (that  in  the  habendum)  is  capable  of 
taking  effect. 

It  follows  that,  strictly  speaking,  the  habendum  does 
not  control  the  premisses  in  any  of  the  foregoing  cases, 
because  either  there  is  no  estate  in  the  premisses,  or  else 
the  estate  in  the  prennsses  is  already  void,  independently 
of  the  operation  of  the  habendum. 

Moreover,  the  introduction  into  common  practice  of 
assurances  by  which  an  immediate  freehold  can  be  con- 
veyed without  making  livery  of  seisin,  such  as  a  bargain 
and  sale  inrolled,  a  lease  and  release,  or  a  grant  imder 
8  &  9  Yict.  c.  106,  has  rendered  impossible,  in  modem 
practice,  any  such  seeming  conflict  between  the  liabendum 
and  the  premisses  as  appears  in  the  cases  referred  to 
under  proposition  (3)  ;  because  in  modem  assurances  all 
estates  whatsoever  can  pass  by  delivery  of  the  deed 
without  livery  of  seisin. 

The  conclusion  seems  to  follow,  in  all  cases  like  those 
above  referred  to,  that  in  modem  assurances  by  grant, 
the  habendum,  though  it  may  enlarge,  yet  may  not 
abridge,  any  estate  previously  contained  in  the  premisses, 
unless  the  estate  in  the  premisses  arises  by  mere  impli- 
cation. In  strict  propriety  of  speech  it  should  rather  be 
said  that  the  habendum  only  seems  to  abridge,  when  in 
fact  there  is  no  estate  in  the  premisses  at  all. 

(4)  But  a  modification  introduced  by  the  habendum  is  per- 
mitted  to  take  effect,  if  it  is  so  far  consistent  with  the 
language  of  the  premisses,  that  its  admission  does  not 
make  any  part  of  the  language  simply  void  or  nugatory. 
In  such  cases  there  is  not,  properly  speaking,  a^  repug- 
nancy between  them. 
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Thus,  there  is,  for  the  present  purpose,  no  repugnanqy 
between  a  fee  simple  and  a  fee  tail.  If  the  former  be 
limited  in  the  premisses,  and  the  latter  in  the  habendum^ 
the  grantee  undoubtedly  takes  a  fee  tail ;  but  whether 
he  also  takes  a  remainder  thereupon  in  fee  simple  is 
doubtful.  (Co.  litt.  21a;  Harg,  n.  2  thereon,  and 
eases  there  referred  to.)  Some  further  evidence  of  in- 
tention, beyond  the  bare  limitation  in  the  premisses,  is 
perhaps  neoessaiy  to  pass  the  remainder  also. 

Bo,  also,  when  there  is  a  grant  in  the  premisses  to 
several  grantees,  such  as,  if  standing  by  itself,  would 
import  a  joint  tenancy,  there  is  no  repugnancy  if 
the  limitation  in  the  habendum  should  be  such  as  to 
import  a  tenancy  in  common ;  and  in  such  a  case  the 
effect  of  the  habendum  is  to  sever  the  joint  tenancy, 
(litt.  sect.  298 ;  Co.  Litt.  183  b.)  And  if  the  limita- 
tion be  to  two,  habendum  to  one  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
other  for  life :  the  first  takes  a  life  estate  in  possession, 
and  the  other  a  life  estate  in  remainder.  (Co.  Litt. 
183  b ;  By.  160  b,  pi.  43  ;  ibid.  361  a,  pi.  8.) 

And  if  the  grant  in  the  premisses  be  to  a  man  and  his 
heirs,  habendum  to  him  and  his  heirs  during  a  life  or  lives, 
there  is  no  repugnancy,  and  the  grantee  takes  only  an 
eBtaiepur  autre  vie.     (2  Prest.  Est.  4.) 

And  if  a  lessor,  being  seised  of  the  reversion  in  fee 
simple  upon  a  lease  for  life,  makes  a  lease  which  purports 
to  be  of  the  reversion^  habendum  the  land  for  twenty-one 
years,  there  is  no  repugnancy,  and  the  lease  creates  a 
good  term  in  the  land  for  twenty-one  years  after  the 
death  of  the  lessee  for  life ;  the  habendum  showing  that 
the  assurance  was  intended  to  be  a  lease  of  the  lands  and 
not  a  grant  of  the  reversion.  {Throgmorton  v.  Trace y^ 
Dy.  124  b.)  The  significance  of  this  distinction  lies  in 
the  fact,  that  in  that  case  the  lessee  for  life  had  died 
without  having  attorned  to  the  grantee,  and,  at  that  day, 
the  attornment  of  the  person  having  the  particular 
estate,  during  the  lives  of  the  grantor  and  grantee,  was 
necessary  to  the  vaKdity  of  a  grant  of  the  reversion. 
(Ldtt.  sect.  551,  and  Lord  Cpke's  comment.)    But  now, 
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by  4  Ann.  o.  16,  s.  9,  the  grant  of  a  reversion  is  good 
without  the  attornment  of  the  tenant. 

The  remarks  at  p.  376,  supra^  as  to  the  declaration  of  uses  in  Gkant,  aa 
assurances  by  lease  and  release,  whether  to  the  releasee  himself,  under  statute 
or  upon  his  seisin,  are  exactly  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  grantee  ^     "^* 
by  virtue  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106.    A  modem  conveyance  by 
way  of  grant  may  therefore,  to  the  same  extent  and  for  the 
same  reasons,  serve  either  as  a  conveyance  or  as  a  settlement ; 
and  it  is  the  assurance  now  most  commonly  employed  to  serve 
those  purposes.' 
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CHAPTER  XXXI. 

OF    ASSURANCES    BY   WAY    OF    USE   WITHOUT    TRANSMUTATION     OF 

POSSESSION. 

It  was  a  principle  of  equity,  that  the  courts  of  eqmty  would 
not  enforce  a  mere  voluntary  use,  as  against  any  person  who 
was  not  himself  a  volunteer ;  though,  if  an  owner  parted  with 
the  seisin  and  declared  a  voluntary  use  upon  the  seisin  in  the 
hands  of  his  feoffee,  equity  would  enforce  the  voluntary  use  as 
against  the  voluntary  seisin  of  the  feoffee.*    Voluntary  uses, 
therefore,  did  not  interfere  with  the  legal  rights  of  any  person 
whose  seisin  did  not  depend  upon  a  voluntary  title.     It  follows 
that  no  effectual  use  could,  without  consideration,  be  raised  in 
favour  of  another  person  upon  the  seisin  of  a  person  who  also 
had  in  him  the  beneficial  title,  while  he  retained  the  seisin  in 
himself ;  because  he  could  exercise  all  his  legal  rights  unfettered 
by  the  voluntary  use. 
Bjwhatoon-       The  considerations  which  sufficed  to  raise  a  use  upon  the 
use  may  be      scisin  of  a  person  who  was  also  beneficially  entitled,  were 

(1)  valuable  consideration,  (2)  the  consideration  of  relationship 
by  blood  or  marriage.  A  use  so  raised  was  capable  of  being 
executed  by  the  statute.  In  the  first  case,  the  transaction, 
styled  a  bargain  and  sale,  was  complete  upon  the  payment  of  the 
purchase- money,  and  nothing  further  was  absolutely  necessaiy 
in  order  that  the  use  might  effectually  be  raised.  In  the  second 
case,  the  consideration  was  such  that  it  was  no  consideration  at 
all,  unless  and  until  the  person  to  be  affected  by  it  elected  to 
regard  it  as  such;  and  therefore  a  formal  declaration  of  his 
intention  was  necessary.  This  was  usually  done  by  a  covenant, 
whence  came  the  assurance  briefly  styled  a  covenant  to  stand 

*  '  *  That  no  coYirt  of  ooDScience  viU  enforce  donum  gratuitunif  though  the  intent 
appear  never  bo  clearly,  vhere  it  is  not  executed,  or  sufficiently  paesed  by  law." 
(Bacon,  Ubcb,  14.) 


raised. 
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seised.  But  a  covenant  was  not  neoessary :  a  declaration  of 
•intention  made  by  deed  poll  would  serve  equally  well.  (Shop. 
T.  508.)  A  mere  parol  promise  was  not  sufficient.  {Collard  v. 
CoUardy  Poph.  47,  Serf.  Moore's  Eep.  687,  2  Anders.  64  ;  Pag^ 
V.  Jf(w^»o»,  Dy.  296  a,  pi.  22.)  > 

A  bond  fide  valuable  consideration  was  necessary  to  the  raising 
of  a  use  by  means  of  a  bargain  and  sale  operating  as  a  con- 
veyance, and  a  hand  fide  relationship  of  blood  or  marriage  was 
necessary  to  a  covenant  to  stand  seised. 

The  fact  that  the  bargain  and  sale  for  a  year,  which  was  the 
foundation  of  the  conveyance  by  lease  and  release,  was  expressed 
to  be  made  for  a  nominal  consideration  that  was  in  fact  never 
paid,  does  not  form  any  exception  to  the  rule,  that  a  bargain 
and  sale  must,  in  order  to  take  effect  as  a  bargain  and  sale,  be 
made  for  valuable  consideration.  The  lease  did  not  operate  as 
a  conveyance  until  it  was  perfected  by  the  release ;  and  both 
stages  formed  together  one  transaction.  The  acknowledgment 
of  the  fictitious  consideration  in  the  lease  operated  as  an  estoppel 
at  law,  and  by  the  release,  even  though  it  were  made  for  no  ^ 

consideration,  the  assurance  became  complete  at  law,  without 
any  need  to  resort  to  the  equitable  doctrine  of  bargains  and 
sales.  This  assurance  is  therefore  no  exception  to  the  rule, 
because  it  did  not  take  effect  by  the  means  contemplated  by  the 
rule.  If  the  validity  of  the  use  declared  by  the  lease  could 
have  been  raised  in  equity,  as  a  substantive  question,  upon 
general  principles  it  would  have  been  permissible  in  equity  to 
adduce  evidence  of  the  fictitious  character  of  the  consideration, 
and  this  might  in  equity  have  been  fatal  to  the  vaKdity  of  the 
use.  But  the  whole  transaction  was  complete  at  law,  where  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel  precluded  all  evidence  touching  the  con- 
sideration ;  and  when  it  had  been  completed  at  law,  there 
existed  no  equity  (except  under  special  circumstances,  such  as 
fraud,  which  are  not  in  contemplation)  to  disturb  the  trans- 
action. 

After  the  passing  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  the  use  which  was  Statute  of 
raised  upon  the  seisin  of  the  vendor  in  favour  of  a  purchaser 
who  had  paid  his  purchase-money,  was  forthwith  executed  by 
the  statute  and  became  a  legal  estate  ;  and  thus,  by  means  o£ 
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mere  parol  bargains  and  sales  made  for  valuable  oonsideration, 
it  was  possible,  until  the  passing  of  the  statute  next  hereinafter 
mentioned,  for  vendors  and  purchasers  to  convey  and  acquire 
the  freehold  and  the  inheritance  in  lands  with  no  more  ceremonj 
than  was  needed  for  the  purchase  of  a  chattel.  The  27  Hen.  8, 
0.  16,  called  the  Statute  of  Inrolments,  enacted,  that  from  the 
dlst  Jolj,  1536,  no  manors,  lands,  tenements  or  other  heredita- 
ments, should  pass  from  one  to  another,  whereby  any  estate  of 
inheritance  or  freehold  should  take  effect  in  any  person,  or  any 
use  thereof  to  be  made  by  reason  only  of  any  bargain  and  sale 
thereof,  except  the  same  bargain  and  sale  be  made  by  writings, 
indented,  sealed,  and  inroUed  as  therein  mentioned.* 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  statute  did  not  extend  to  interests 
less  than  a  freehold ;  and  therefore  that  the  bargain  and  sale 
for  a  year,  which  was  used  as  the  foundation  of  the  release  in 
assurances  by  lease  and  release,  needed  no  inrolment. 


Bargain  and 
sale:  itadia- 
advantages. 


Bargains  and  sales  for  valuable  consideration,  if  duly  inroUed, 
are  still  perfectly  valid,  and  perhaps  they  are  still  sometimes 
employed.  But  they  can  conveniently  serve  only  to  convey, 
not  to  settle,  legal  estates ;  for  since  the  bargainee  comes  in 
only  by  a  use,  any  further  use  limited  thereupon  will  be  a  use 
limited  upon  a  use,  which  is  not  capable  of  being  executed  by 
the  statute,  and  will  exist  only  as  a  trust.t  For  the  same  reason, 
this  kind  of  assurance  does  not  permit  the  insertion  of  powers 
intended  to  take  effect  at  law  by  declaration  of  use. 


GoToiantto         ^e  covenant  to  stand  seised  has  Ions:  been  quite  obsolete. 

stand  seifled.  ,  . 

Its  only  function  was  to  carry  into  effect  family  settlements ; 


•  «  The  Statute  of  Iniolments  xeqnires  that  the  bargain  and  sale  ahonld  be  hj 
deed  indented,  and  that  the  inrolment  of  the  deed  should  be  in  parchment,  within 
six  lunar  months  from  the  date,  if  the  deed  have  a  date ;  but  if  not,  Uien  from 
the  deliverr.  The  inrolment  may  be  made  either  upon  the  day  of  the  date,  or 
upon  the  last  day  of  the  six  [lunarl  months,  reckoning  the  day  of  the  date 
exclusively."  (2  Sand.  Usee  64.)  For  most  purposes  the  deed,  when  duly 
inrolled,  took  effect  as  from  the  delivery,  to  which  it  related  bade.     [Ibid.  65.) 

t  But  the  uses  raised  were  not  necessarily  in  favour  only  of  the  penon  himself 
who  paid  the  consideration  :  they  might  be  to  himself  with  remamder  to  other 
persons,  or  to  other  persons  alone,  by  his  direction.  (2  Boll.  Abr.  784,  pi.  6,  7.) 
llierefore,  Uiough  uses  executed  by  the  btatute  could  not  be  raised  upon  the 
seisin  of  the  bargainee^  successive  uses  might  be  raised  upon  the  seisin  of  the 
bargainor ;  and  by  this  means  a  bargain  and  sale  might  to  a  certain  extent  give 
rise  to  a  settlement ;  and  the  citation  from  BoUe  shows  that  this  was  not  entirely 
unknown. 
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and  as  the  frame  of  these  became  more  complex,  usually  com- 
prising trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  covenants  to 
stand  seised  were  necessarily  abandoned,  because  the  trustees 
were  not  within  the  consideration,  and  could,  therefore,  take  no 
estate  by  virtue  of  the  covenant.     (2  Sand.  Uses,  100.) 

This  insuperable  obstacle  does  not  now  exist,  since  trustees  to 
preserve  contingent  remainders  are  no  longer  needed ;  but  there 
is  no  motive  for  reviving  the  defunct  assurance. 

It  has  long  been  the  practice  of  the  courts  to  allow  an  assur- 
ance, technically  invalid  in  the  shape  in  which  it  was  intended 
by  the  parties  to  operate,  to  take  effect  as  a  covenant  to  stand 
seised,  when  the  circumstances  of  the  parties  are  such  that  the 
last-mentioned  assurance  would  have  been  valid.  Thus  an 
assurance  by  lease  and  release  made  by  a  man  to  his  brother, 
which  was  void  as  a  lease  and  release  because  it  purported  to 
convey  a  freehold  in  futuro,  was  held  good  as  a  covenant  to 
stand  seised.  {Roe  v.  Tranmarr,  Willes,  682,  2  Wils.  75.)  It 
is  sometimes  necessary  at  the  present  day  to  have  recourse  to 
this  doctrine  in  order  to  defend  a  title. 
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[Reprinted  from  the  Law  Quarterly  Review,  Vol.  VI.,  p.  69.] 

ARE  LEASEHOLDS  TENEMENTS  P 

Some  remarks  appear  under  this  heading  in  the  July  number  of 
this  Review,  bearing  the  signature  "H.  W.  E.,*'  which  is 
expanded  on  the  title-page  into  the  name  of  a  highly-esteemed 
friend.  They  seem  to  afford  a  peculiarly  apt  occasion  for 
making  a  few  further  remarks  upon  the  subject.  During  the 
last  seven  years  I  have  been  on  the  look-out  for  the  public 
appearance  of  the  passage  which  he  cites  from  Litt.  sect.  132 , 
If  its  existence  had  not  been  a  widely-spread  secret  in  the 
learned  world,  it  would  certainly  have  appeared  sooner;  and 
I  was  unwilling  to  refer  to  it  myself,  because  it  seemed  more 
likely  to  prove  a  cause  of  stumbling  than  of  edification. 

It  seems  to  me  that  three  separate  questions  are  involved, 
where  my  friend  has  perhaps  shown  signs  of  a  tendency  to  find 
only  one.  (1)  Are  terms  of  years  tenements  P  (2)  Is  the 
phrase,  'leasehold  tenure,''  a  proper  one  to  be  used  with 
respect  to  terms  of  years  P  (3)  Can  the  phrase,  '^  land  of  any 
tenure,"  in  a  modem  Act  of  Parliament,  be  taken  to  include 
a  term  of  years  P  It  would  be  quite  possible  to  answer  the 
third  question  in  the  affirmative,  while  answering  the  first 
two  in  the  negative ;  and  it  would  be  quite  possible  to  meet 
the  first  with  a  firm  and  uncompromising  denial,  while  extend-* 
ing  a  qualified  recognition  to  the  practice  contemplated  by  the 
second.  Something  like  this  is  in  &ot  my  own  case.  In  my 
humble  opinion  it  cannot  be,  or  at  least  ought  not  to-  be^ 
seriously  maintained  that  terms  of  years  are  tenements.  I 
also  think  that  the  phrase,  ^*  leasehold  tenure,"  as  applied  to 
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temiB  of  years,  is  both  useless  and  misleading;  but  if  people 
like  to  use  it,  they  can  do  so  without  being  either  absurd  or 
unintelligible.  As  to  the  question,  whether  in  a  modem  A.ot 
of  Parliament,  the  words  ^^land  of  any  tenure,"  can  include 
terms  of  years,  I  should  prefer,  oonsidering  what  sort  of  thingps 
modem  Acts  of  Parliament  usually  are,  to  leave  that  to  the 
decision  of  their  lordships  the  judges. 

On  the  first  point  I  rely  upon  a  very  short  argument.  In 
England  the  legal  definition  of  a  tenement  has  for  centuries 
been  by  universal  consent,  '^  whatever  is  intailable  under  the 
statute  De  Donis"  I  leave  it  to  my  friend  to  say  whether  this 
applies  to  terms  of  years. 

It  applies,  as  has  often  been  remarked,  to  two  distinct  classes 
of  things: — (1)  Things  which  are  strictly  the  subject  of  common 
law  tenure ;  and  (2)  things,  like  rent-charges,  which,  though 
not  strictly  the  subject  of  common  law  tenure,  are  so  closely 
connected  with  things  that  are,  that  they  are  admitted  to  the. 
privileges  of  the  statute.  The  word  '* tenement"  affords  a 
highly  convenient  expression  for  compendiously  referring  to 
both  these  classes  of  things  in  a  single  word.  What  is  the 
use  of  increasing  the  confusion  of  Babel  by  dragging  in  some-* 
thing  else,  which  has  confessedly  nothing  to  do  with  the  statute, 
and  which  can  never  for  any  practical  purpose  require  to  be 
classed  along  with  the  things  that  have  to  do  with  it  P 

As  to  the  question  about  '*  leasehold  tenure,"  the  case  is 
different.  The  phrase  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  a  judicious  one; 
but  it  can  be  understood,  and  its  introduction  does  not  tend 
directly  to  the  confusion  of  speech.  Littleton  no  doubt  lends 
some  countenance  to  the  practice ;  but,  after  perusing  the 
following  remarks,  I  will  beg  my  friend  to  say  how  much. 
I  take  the  matter  to  stand  as  follows : — By  the  time  of  little-, 
ton,  terms  of  years  had  acquired  great  practical  importance, 
and,  under  the  Statute  of  Gloucester,  they  conferred  for  most 
purposes  a  secure  title.  The  custom  had  long  obtained  in 
practice,  of  admitting  termors  for  years  to  do  fealty.  Nothing 
can  be  more  evident  than  that  Littleton  was  intensely  puzzled 
when  he  wrote  that  part  of  sect.  132  which  refers  to  terms  of 
years.  He  knew  that  a  term  of  years  was  no  estate  at  all, 
but  a  more  contract,  at  the  common  law ;  yet  he  found  termors. 
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allowed  to  do  fealtj.  In  verj  cautious  language,  redolent 
of  doubt  and  bewilderment,  he  permits  himself,  as  I  view  the 
matter,  to  infer  from  the  fact  of  the  fealty,  that  there  must  be 
some  sort  of  tenure  or  another ;  and  he  baoks  this  up  by  refer- 
ring to  the  writ  of  waste.  Compare  his  style  on  this  oooasion, 
whioh  reminds  one  of  a  blind  man  feeling  his  way,  with  his 
usual  clear  and  unhesitating  statement  of  facts ;  and  the  differ'- 
ence  between  the  two  will  be  apparent. 

In  my  humble  opinion,  the  illustrious  author  was  not  clearly 
justified  in  his  conclusion.  As  a  term  of  years  is  a  mere  con- 
tract at  the  common  law,  there  could  not  possibly  be  any  tenure 
of  it.  The  Statute  of  Gloucester  did  not  make  it  an  estate, 
but  only  prevented  the  reversioner  from  destroying  his  contract 
under  pretence  of  su£Pering  a  recovery.  The  common  practice 
of  admitting  termors  to  do  fealty  could  not  do  what  had  not 
been  done  by  the  common  law  or  the  statute.  I  humbly  conceive 
that  the  practice  was  a  mere  voluntary  proceeding  on  the  part  of 
reversioners,  and  could  not  create  a  tenure  which  the  law  had 
not  created ;  and  that  the  language  of  the  writ  of  waste  admits 
of  the  same  answer;  and  that  Littleton's  conclusion  would 
have  been  more  closely  in  accordance  with  the  theory  of  the 
law,  if  he  had  concluded  against  the  existence  of  any  kind  of 
tenure. 

However,  it  is  too  late  now,  in  the  face  of  Littleton  and 
Lord  Coke,  to  adduce  these  arguments ;  and  those  who  like  to 
talk  about  ^4easehold  tenure''  must  be  permitted  to  do  so 
without  very  urgent  remonstrance  from  their  friends.  But  the 
case  is  quite  different  if  they  propose  also  to  call  terms  of  years 
tenements. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  words  tenant,  tenere^  tenerij 
tenure,  and  tenement,  are  not  strictly  correlative :  the  classes  to 
which  they  refer  are  not  conterminous.  This  sufficiently  appears 
from  the  remarks  of  Lord  Coke  at  the  beginning  of  his  com- 
mentary, and  his  ^^  five  significations."  It  is  true  that  he  says 
that  they  all  "  doe  properly  belong  to  our  tenant  in  fee  simple." 
But  this  is  only  his  playful  way;  and  even  if  true,  it  would  not 
be  inconsistent  with  the  overlapping  of  the  different  classes ;  and 
I  leave  it  to  my  friend  to  say  whether  Lord  Coke's  own  remarks 
do  not  prove  that  the  terms  are  not  strictly  correlative. 
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In  Beot.  182  Littleton  does  not  say  that  a  term  of  years  is  a 
tenement;  in  the  phrase  dted  from  the  writ  of  waste,  ^^the 
lessee  holds  his  tenements''  [tieni  les  tenements]  ^'froxn  ihe 
lessonr  for  terme  of  yeares/'  the  word  "  tenements''  is  synony- 
mous with  "  lands" ;  and  the  statement  is  quite  true,  thong^h  its 
language  perhaps  admits  of  improvement.  Fitzherbert  uses  the 
word  *'  lands  "  {de  terris)  in  a  similar  writ.   (Fitzh.  N.  B.  67  S.) 

As  to  that  0iiyaryfjLa  Ip^fjLwstm^  Lord  Brougham's  Act,  I  iBv^onld 
fain  hope  that  some  day,  when  the  Lish  are  pacifioated  like  the 
tailors,*  it  may  oease  to  adorn  the  statute-book,  t 


*  "The  tailon  are  now  entirely  pacifioated.*' — Sartor  JUaarttu. 

t  These  remarks  were  written  before  the  pnUioation  of  52  &  53  Viot.  o.  63, 
by  whioh  Lord  Brougham's  Act  has  been  repealed  and  sabetantially  re-enacted, 
without  any  of  the  improvements  for  which  there  was  room. 
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ON  REMAINDEES  AFTER  OONDITIONAIj  FEES. 

Professor  Maitland  knows  so  well  how  to  touch  the  rim  of 
the  oup  with  the  honey  of  agreeable  flattery,  that  in  his  case  it 
is  easy  to  subscribe  to  the  maxim,  Corrige  mpientem  et  amahit  te. 
He  has  satisfactorily  proved  by  examples  that  in  early  times  it 
was  a  not  uncommon  practice  in  settlements  to  insert  what 
purported  to  be  limitations  of  remainders  in  expectancy  upon 
conditional  fees ;  and  it  follows  that  I  had  attributed  insufficient 
importance  to  the  passage  from  Bracton  which  assumes  the 
validity  of  such  limitations. 

If  I  have  not  misunderstood  Mr.  Maitland's  expressions,  he 
seems  to  think  that  at  some  early  period  such  limitations  were 
not  only  of  common  occurrence  in  documents,  but  were  in  fact 
valid  or  good^in  law.  Upon  this  question  I  respectfully  submit 
to  his  notice  the  following  observations. 

My  own  hypotheslB,  founded  upon  Mr.  Maitland's  facts, 
would  rather  be,  that  in  early  times,  before  the  Inns  of  Court 
had  been  founded  and  consolidated  as  Schools  of  Law,  when 
there  was  little  litigation,  no  reports,  and  no  professional 
criticism  and  interchange  of  opinion,  the  law  was  in  a  fluid 
state,  which  permitted  clever  people  to  give  a  free  rein  to  their 
fancies;  and  that  under  those  circumstances  the  practice  of 
inserting  such  limitations  became  common,  with  a  view  to  giving 
wider  effect  to  the  intention  which  had  originally  prompted  the 
invention  of  conditional  fees ;  but  that,  when  the  oiroumstanoes 
changed  in  the  manner  above  indicated,  these  limitations  were 
subjected  to  strict  scrutiny,  and  at  once  seen  to  be  so  utterly 
indefensible,  that  they  sank  down,  without  any  serious  struggle 
being  made  to  assert  their  validity.  I  should  gather  from 
Mr.  Maitland's  remarks,  that  he  is  not  aware  of  the  existence  of 
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any  evidence  to  prove  that  any  struggle  was  made,  in  the  course 
of  litigation,  to  assert  the  validity  of  these  limitations. 

Upon  any  other  hypothesis  than  mine  I  am  unable  to  explain 
the  remarkable  fact,  stated  by  Lord  Coke,  that  at  some  time 
subsequent  to  the  passing  of  the  Statute  De  Donis^  there  was  a 
doubt  whether  any  reversion  could  subsist  in  expectancy  upon 
a  fee  tail.  (Co.  Litt.  22  a,  22  b.)  If  there  could  be  remainders 
upon  a  conditional  fee,  how  could  it  be  doubted  whether  there 
might  be  remainders,  or  a  reversion,  upon  a  fee  tail  P 

The  Statute  De  Donis  was  so  far  from  containing  anything 
to  introduce  such  a  doubt,  that  the  people  who  strenuously 
denied  the  previous  existence  of  such  remainders,  admitted 
them  to  be  afterwards  legal  by  virtue  of  the  statute. 

"  I  cannot  but  believe,"  says  Mr.  Maitland,  "  that  the  con- 
^'  veyancers  of  the  time  knew  their  own  business,  and  were  not 
"  devising  futilities  when  they  limited  remainders  after  oon- 
"  ditional  fees."  But  I  would  desire  him  to  consider  the  question 
whether,  in  the  days  to  which  he  refers,  there  were  any  con- 
veyancers in  the  sense  in  which  we  now  use  the  word.  Every- 
body who  could  write  was  expected  to  act  as  a  conveyancer 
when  the  occasion  demanded  his  services.  I  am,  of  course,  well 
acquainted  with  Mr.  Maitland's  highly  interesting  paper*  on 
"  A  Conveyancer  in  the  Thirteenth  Century."  But  that  sort  of 
collection  of  precedents  bears  to  what  we  now  mean  by  the 
phrase,  about  the  same  relation  as  is  borne  by  the  old  wives' 
recipe-books  of  the  16th  century  to  the  modem  Pharmacopoeia. 

Next,  as  to  the  question  about  the  existence  of  a  formedon  en 
remainder  at  the  common  law.  I  am  disposed  to  conclude  that 
there  was  no  such  thing,  because  I  find  Fitzherbert,  Lord  Coke, 
and  Booth  all  apparently  consenting  in  that  opinion,  and 
holding  that  the  writ  had  its  origin  in  the  equitable  construc- 
tion of  the  Statute  Be  Donis,  Mr.  Maitland  hesitates  to  accept 
this  conclusion,  remarking  that  there  exist  many  copies  of  the 
Begistrum  Brevium  as  it  stood  before  the  statute,  and  that  he 
does  not  like  to  speak  confidently  as  to  their  contents.  I  would 
not  for  a  moment  presume  even  to  hazard  a  guess ;  and  I  respect- 
fully await  whatever  information  Mr.  Maitland  may  hereafter 
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extract  from  those  venerable  documents.  But  in  the  meantime 
I  would  humbly  observe,  that  he  seems  to  be  suggesting  a  very 
extraordinary  state  of  affairs.  It  appears  that,  in  his  view, 
remainders  upon  conditional  fees  were  common ;  and  therefore, 
that  the  rights  which  they  conferred  would  need  a  means  to 
enforce  them ;  and  yet  that,  somehow  or  another,  nobody  has 
ever  heard  for  certain  of  the  existence  of  this  indispensable 
writ ;  while  the  persons  who  were  the  most  likely  to  have  heard 
of  it,  if  there  was  such  a  thing,  deny  its  existence.  Can  any 
other  example  be  pointed  out,  of  the  existence  of  an  important 
class  of  rights,  founded  upon  the  existence  of  a  class  of  estates 
in  real  property,  without  any  writ  to  enforce  them  P  or,  at  the 
least,  with  a  writ  of  which  the  existence  is  so  obscure,  that 
nobody  can  testify  to  it,  while  Mr.  Maitland  can  only  urge, 
that  negative  evidence  is  not  absolutely  conclusive.  All  this  is 
in  remarkable  contrast  with  the  circumstances  surrounding  the 
writ  of  formedon  en  reverter.  There  we  find  an  equal  certainty 
about  the  existence  of  the  right,  and  also  about  the  existence  of 
the  writ  to  enforce  it. 

It  can  hardly  be  maintained  that  rights  under  a  remainder 
were  less  likely  to  mature  into  possession  than  rights  under  a 
reverter.  Mr.  Maitland,  I  think,  will  admit  that  in  this  respect 
remainders  and  reverters  stand  in  exactly  the  same  position. 
Whence,  then,  comes  this  remarkable  difference,  in  point  of 
prominence,  between  the  two  writs?  Is  it  not  a  plausible 
inference,  that  the  one  writ  did  exist  and  the  other  did  not  P 

Next  we  come  to  the  fact,  that  by  reason  of  the  reading  out 
of  fines  to  the  Court,  the  limitations  contained  in  them  must 
have  been  familiar  to  the  justices ;  and  along  with  this  is  to  be 
considered  the  argument  derived  from  the  settlement  made  by 
Thomas  Weyland  when  a  justice  of  the  Common  Pleas;  which, 
as  Mr.  Maitland  observes,  shows  that  he  assumed  not  only  to 
create  remainders  upon  conditional  fees,  but  also  to  play  some 
tricks  with  tenures  which  seem  very  odd  in  our  eyes.  Here  I 
will  venture  to  express  a  feeling  of  mild  surprise  at  the  excessive 
moderation  of  Mr.  Maitland's  language.  It  is  like  saying  that 
Dick  Turpin  sometimes  swerved  from  the  path  of  strict  integrity, 
or  that  Thurtell  and  Weare  have  been  suspected  of  complicity  in 
crimes  of  violence.    It  surely  cannot  be  maintained  that  there 
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ever  was  a  tune  when  this  bewildering  nightmare  gave  a  oarreot 
picture  of  the  law.  It  rather  seems  to  prove  one  of  two  things  : 
either  that  some  justices  of  the  Common  Pleas  knew  nothing  about 
the  law,  and  might  safely  be  trusted  to  swallow  without  protest 
anything  that  was  put  before  them;  or  else  (which  is  my 
hypothesis)  that  legal  notions  in  those  days  were  in  a  vague 
and  ill-ascertained  condition,  under  which  things  could  easiLy 
be  taken  for  granted,  which  at  a  subsequent  period  came  to  be 
scouted  by  universal  consent  as  wholly  inadmissible. 

Justices  of  the  Common  Pleas  seem  to  have  had  a  constitu- 
tional tendency  towards  the  making  of  odd  settlements.  It  will 
be  remembered  that  the  ^'  invention  devised  by  Justice  Bichel 
in  the  reigne  of  King  Eichard  the  Second  "  was  "  full  of  imper- 
fections." The  same  learned  person  would  also  appear  to  have 
drawn  a  demurrable  pleading  in  an  action  brought  by  himself. 
(Co.  litt.  377  b.) 

Historical  inquiry  into  the  origin  of  the  law  is  a  subject  of 
which  I  can  readily  understand  the  fascination.  To  style  it 
profoundly  interesting  is  to  use  inadequate  language.  But 
I  think  that  this  subject  should  be  kept  quite  apart  from 
the  law  as  it  is  administered  in  practice.  There  may  possibly 
be  some  points  on  which  historical  research  not  only  can  throw 
light,  but  can  throw  such  a  light  as  might  reasonably  appear, 
to  men  conversant  with  the  administration  of  practical  affairs, 
to  afford  a  sufficient  ground  for  judgments  and  opinions 
touching  the  decision  of  rights  of  property  at  the  present  day. 
But  in  my  opinion  these  points  are  at  least  not  numerous. 
I  do  not  think,  for  example,  that  any  Court,  in  deciding 
questions  on  the  nature  of  customary  freeholds,  ought  to  pay 
any  attention  to  arguments  about  socfnanni  and  liberi  tenenteSf 
and  so  forth.  Nor  do  I  think  it  permissible,  unless  under 
the  most  extraordinary  circumstances,  to  cite  in  Court  any 
authority  older  than  Littleton.  The  most  profound  real  pro- 
perty lawyer  now  living  holds  this  opinion  so  strongly,  that 
he  once  even  apologized  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  citing  Fitz- 
herbert's  Natura  Brevium^  because,  though  late  enough  in  date, 
it  is  too  unfamiliar  to  be  properly  intelligible  except  to  people 
of  unusual  research;  and  he  was  afterwards  so  kind  as  to 
explain  to  me  why,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances,  he  thought 
himself  justified  in  citing  that  particular  passage. 
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[Reprifited  from  the  Law  Quarterly  Review,  Vol.  V.,  p.  185.] 

THE  SQUATTER'S  CASE. 

The  recent  case  of  Agency  Company  v.  Shorty  13  App.  Gas.  793, 
is  of  a  sort  to  afford  sinoere  pleasure  to  eveiy  rightly  constituted 
mind.  It  appears  that  somebody  in  New  South  Wales  had, 
many  years  ago,  acquired  a  good  title,  under  the  system  of 
Grown  grants  prevalent  there,  to  a  tract  of  open  bush  or  waste 
land  near  Botany  Bay.  For  a  long  time  he  seems  to  have 
played  the  part  of  an  absentee  proprietor;  and  when,  about 
1885,  he  began  to  think  of  turning  the  land  to  some  use,  he 
found  somebody  else  in  possession  of  a  part  of  it.  In  New 
South  Wales  the  Imperial  Statute  3  &  4  Will  IV.  c.  27  was 
adopted  en  bloc  by  a  Local  Act  in  1837,  and  the  period  of 
twenty  years  (our  Act  of  1874  not  having  been  locally  adopted) 
is  there  the  common  period  for  the  limitation  of  actions  for 
recovery  of  land.  Upon  inquiry  it  appeared  that  the  other 
somebody  above  mentioned  had  not  been  in  possession  of  his 
plot  for  anything  like  twenty  years ;  but  it  also  appeared  that 
the  rightful  owner  might  perhaps  have  been  out  of  possession 
for  a  much  longer  period.  Forty  years  ago  a  third  person  had 
entered  into  possession ;  after  some  years  he  had  gone  away, 
apparently  with  no  intention  of  returning;  after  a  further 
interval,  the  somebody  above  mentioned  had  entered;  and 
within  twenty  years  from  the  last  entry,  the  action  was 
brought.  The  question  was,  whether  this  action  was  barred  by 
the  statute.  The  Supreme  Gourt  of  New  South  Wales  held 
that  the  action  was  barred :  the  Privy  Gouncil  have  now  decided 
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that  it  was^Bot.  Even  the  people  who  do  not  nnderstand  the 
groundB  of  the  decision  most  feel  a  pions  satififaction  at  the 
disappointment  of  the  interloping  rogue  who  has  been  turned 
out 

Some  reference  is  made  in  their  lordships'  judgment  both  to 
the  general  law  of  disseisin  and  to  the  statute  of  limitations ; 
but  the  question,  upon  which  of  these  grounds  the  decision  wbs 
intended  to  rest,  seems  to  require  what  has  been  styled  **  con- 
siderable consideration."     The  decision  cannot  be  treated  as  a 
combined  result  of  both  these  grounds  taken  together,  because 
what  is  said  about  each  of  them  separately  would   be    quite 
sufficient  for  the  purpose.     On  the  other  hand,  the    decision 
cannot  easily  be  supposed  to  rest  upon  each  of  these  g^roonds 
separately,  because  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  any  idea  of 
such  multifariousness  was  present  to  the  minds  of  their  lord- 
ships ;  and  it  may  safely  be  said,  that  judges  who  are  of  opinion 
that  they  have  two  separate  indefeasible  grounds  for    their 
decision  are  never  so  self-denying  as  to  talk  as  thought   they 
thought  they  had  only  one. 

Upon  the  first  point  their  lordships  appear  to  have  held  that, 
if  a  disseisor  goes  ofiP  the  land  without  the  intention  of  returning, 
this  restores  the  seisin  of  the  disseiBee:   in  other  words,   it 
operates  what  is  technically  styled  a  remitter.    This  is  not  the 
place  for  criticism,  but  the  observation  may  be  made  that  this 
particular  doctrine  of  remitter  bears  about  it  a  strong  flavour  of 
never  having  been  heard  of  before,  and  that  (to  use  a  remark  of 
the  late  Master  of  the  Bolls)  the  year  1888  is  rather  a  modem 
time  at  which  to  invent  new  law  of  real  property.     The  pro- 
position, or  the  idea  which  it  embodies,  is  veiy  appropriate  to 
another  branch  of  the  law :  a  domioil  of  choice  is  lost  by  leaving 
the  oountiy  without  any  animus  redeufidi;  but  its  appropriate- 
ness to  the  law  of  seisin  might  be  open  to  question  if  this  were 
the  place  for  the  discussion.    Here  it  suffices  to  point  out  that 
the  proposition  is  by  itself  an  ample  ground  to  support  the 
deQision.     If  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  defendant's  entry, 
had  been  remitted  to  his  original  seisin,  it  was  quite  superfluous 
to  discuss  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  which  (on  that  hypothesis) 
had  no  more  to  do  with  this  case  than  it  has  to  do  with  any 
other  case. 
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But  even  suppose  that  the  original  owner  had  not  been 
remitted  as  aforesaid :  it  is  nevertheless  quite  possible  that  his 
action  might  not  be  barred  by  the  statute.  That  is  a  question, 
not  of  the  general  law  of  disseisin,  but  of  the  language  of  the 
statute  itself.  Upon  this  question  it  is  not  necessary  here  to 
express  any  opinion.  The  points  to  be  noticed  are,  firstly,  that 
the  learned  judges  discussed  the  question  evidently  upon  the 
above-stated  hypothesis ;  aud,  secondly,  that  their  conclusion  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff  supplies  a  second  and  quite  independent 
ground,  which  amply  suffices  to  support  the  decision. 

If  anybody  were  asked  why  he  supposed  that  the  question  as 
to  the  statute  was  discussed  upon  the  hypothesis  that  the 
original  owner  had  not  been  remitted  to  his  original  seisin,  he 
would  probably  reply :  Because  otherwise  the  question  does  not 
admit  of  discussion.  The  point  is  much  laboured  by  the  learned 
judges,  and  is  handled  in  cautious  and  circumspect  language :  a 
proceeding  which  would  be  quite  inappropriate  to  the  discussion 
of  something  too  obvious  to  admit  of  a  moment's  doubt.  If  the 
plaintiff  really  was  remitted  to  his  original  seisin,  he  was  actually 
seised;  and  in  that  case,  if  disseised,  he  could  at  any  time 
within  twenty  years  bring  his  action,  without  hindrance  from 
the  statute  3  &  4  WiU.  IV.,  c.  27.  It  would  have  been  quite 
out  of  place  to  cite  the  judgment  of  Baron  Parke,  in  Smith  v. 
Llot/df  to  prove  this  point.  That  learned  and  most  acute  lawyer 
is  a  great  authority  upon  nice  quillets  of  the  law ;  but  his  opinion 
that  two  and  two  make  four,  or  that  fifteen  years  are  not  twenty 
years,  carries  no  greater  weight  than  the  opinion  to  the  scune 
effect  of  anybody  else. 

For  these  reasons  it  seems  to  be  somewhat  doubtful  what  pre* 
cisely  is  the  point  which  the  case  has  decided,  or  whether  it  haa 
decided  more  points  than  one.  As  New  South  Wales  haa 
enjoyed  since  1863  the  blessings  of  the  Torrens  system  of  regis- 
tration of  titles,  it  is  a  matter  for  some  disappointment  that  no 
mention  is  made  in  the  case  of  the  relation  of  that  system  to 
statutes  of  limitation. 
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DETERMINABIiE  PEES, 

I  HUMBLY  oonoeive  that  the  learned  and  ingenious  arguments 
of  Professor  Gray*  against  the  validity  of  determinable  fees 
might  be  separately  answered  in  detail.  But  for  the  saving  of 
time  and  space,  I  will  on  this  occasion  confine  myself  to  a  single 
argument,  which  certainly  calls  for  some  consideration. 

That  a  cardinal  result  of  the  Statute  of  Quia  Emptores  should  be 
left  to  be  discovered  by  Sanderst  in  the  nineteenth  century  seems 
to  me,  I  confess,  what  Chillingworth  calls  "  extremely  improb- 
able, and  even  cousin-german  to  impossible."  That  Lord  Coke, 
Plowden,  Croke,  Sir  Henry  Finch,  Lord  Nottingham,  the  author 
of  the  "Touchstone,"  Serjeant  Maynard,  Vaughan,  Treby, 
Powell,  Lord  Hardwicke,  Preston,  Feame,  Butler,  Watkins  (to 
put  together  at  random  the  names  of  a  few  men  who  have  be- 
lieved with  unquestioning  faith  in  the  existence  of  determinable 
fees  since  the  Statute)  should  have  passed  their  lives  in  intimate 
familiarity  with  the  statute,  without  any  one  of  them  lighting 
or  stumbling  upon  what,  if  it  were  true,  would  be  a  fairly 
obvious  truth,  is  not  a  hypothesis  to  be  accepted,  unless  no  other 


*  Professor  John  Ghipman  Gray,  of  Harvard  UniTersity :  a  learned  friend  of 
the  present  writer  and  the  author  of  seyeral  highly  esteemed  works. 

t  ''Mr.  Sanders  was  the  first  author  to  distinctij- recognise,  or  at  any  rate  to 
distinctly  state,  that  the  Statnte  Quia  Emptoret  put  an  end  to  qualified  fees." 
(Gbay  on  Perpetuitiee,  {  36,  p.  26.) 
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rational  explanation  of  the  language  of  the  Statute  can  be 
found. 

Another  and  to  my  mind  a  simpler  explanation  presents  it- 
self. The  third  ohapter  of  the  Statute  contains  the  following 
words : — '^  And  it  is  to  wit,  that  this  Statute  extendethbut  only 
to  lands  holden  in  fee  simple.''  The  suggestion  is  at  least 
plausible,  that  here  ^^  fee  simple  "  means  ^^  fee  simple  absolute." 

That  is,  in  fact,  the  proper  meaning  of  the  words ;  according 
to  the  maxim,  Verba  cequivoca  et  in  dubio  pasita  intelUguntur  in 
digniori  et  poteniiori  sensu.  (Oo.  litt.  73  a.)  So  Littleton 
(sect.  293),  as  translated  by  Lord  Coke,  says :  '^  And  it  is  to  be 
understood,  that  when  it  is  said  in  any  booke  that  a  man  is 
seised  in  fee,  without  more  saying,  it  shall  be  intended  in  fee 
simple ;  for  it  shall  not  be  intended  by  this  word  (ru  fee)  that  a 
man  is  seised  in  fee  tayle,  unless  there  be  added  to  it  this 
addition,  fee  tayle,  &o."  By  this  ^^  &o."  he  means  here,  as  he 
often  does  elsewhere,  to  extend  his  words  to  other  like  cases ; 
which  is  as  much  as  to  say  that,  as  fee  means  fee  simple,  so  fee 
simple  means  fee  simple  absolute.  So  in  Metcalfe^ %  Caaey  11 
Bep.  38,  at  p.  39  a,  it  is  said,  '^  If  fee  is  mentioned,  it  shall  be 
intended  fee  simple ; "  and  this  is  put  as  one  example  of  a  class. 
The  same  idea  is  elaborated  in  Oregort/^s  Casey  6  Rep.  19. 

The  Latin,  which  is  of  course  the  actual  original  of  the 
statute,  is  still  more  evidently  to  the  purpose;  for  the  words 
are  in  feodo  aimplicitery  not  in  feodo  simplici.  A  gift  to  A  and 
his  heirs  so  long  as  J,  8,  shall  have  heirs  of  his  body,  cannot 
with  much  propriety  be  styled  aimpliciter  the  gift  of  a  fee. 

It  is  worthy  of  notice  that  Lord  Coke  in  2  Inst.  604,  505, 
misquotes  the  Statute,  giving  the  words  as  in  feodo  aimplici, 
STet,  even  with  this  assistance  towards  the  conclusion  advocated 
by  Sanders,  it  is  plain  that  no  such  idea  ever  occurred  to  his 
mind. 

In  vigour  and  acuteness  of  reasoning,  and  iu  what  is  commonly 
but  somewhat  vaguely  styled  ^^  grasp  of  general  principles," 
Sanders  is,  if  I  may  express  an  opinion,  inferior  to  no  legal 
writer  of  this  or  the  last  centuiy.  But  it  is  a  perhaps  not 
wholly  insignificant  fact,  that  in  reading  his  writings  I  have 
always  felt  like  a  traveller  in  a  strange  land,  where  everything 
wears  an  odd  and  unexpected  appearance.    Feame,  Butler, 
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Watkins,  PreetoD,  sometimes  difier  and  even  dispute ;  but  tkejr 
all  talk  the  same  language,  and  one  feels  equally  at  home  with 
all  of  them  :  even  with  the  subtle  and  dogmatic  Watkins,  some 
of  whose  perquisitions  and  conclusions  are  quite  as  bold  as  any* 
thing  that  is  to  be  found  in  Sanders.  But  the  paradoxes  of 
Watkins  have  about  them  a  sort  of  capacity  for  soon  looking 
like  familiar  propositions,  while  in  the  mouth  of  Sanders  the 
most  obvious  truth  acquires  some  new  and  startling  aspect. 
This  shows  the  originality  of  his  intellect,  but  it  does  not  prove 
him  to  be  the  safest  of  guides.  He  should  be  followed  with 
caution  in  cases  where  he  happens  to  differ  from  the  whole 
civilised  world  before  him. 
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26th,  27th  April,  1883. 


A  ooyenant  by  a  pnrobaser  of  lands  in  fee  simple,  oontained  in  the  oonvey- 
anoe  made  to  him  hy  the  rendor,  that  the  pnrohaser,  his  heirs,  appointees,  and 
assigns,  will  from  timA  to  time  and  at  all  times  pay,  or  canse  to  be  paid,  to  the 
vendor,  his  heirs,  exeoators,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  som  of  sixpence  for 
eyery  chaldron  of  coals  wronght  and  gotten  ont  of  the  lands  oonyeyed,  and 
which  shall  be  shipped  for  sale,  is  not  restricted  to  refer  only  to  coal  pnt  on 
shipboard  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  colliery  proprietor  for  the  purpose  of  subsequent 
sale  by  him,  but  refers  also  to  all  coal  sold  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  colliery  pro- 
prietor for  the  purpose  of  shipment  and  actually  shipped. 

Such  covenant  is  restricted  to  refer  only  to  coals  actually  put  on  board  ship, 
and  cannot,  by  reason  of  subsequent  changes  in  the  customary  modes  of  carry- 
ing coal,  be  extended  to  refer  also  to  other  modes  of  carrying  coal,  such  as  by 
railway  transport,  which  have  grown  into  use  since  the  date  of  the  deed  con- 
taining the  covenant. 

Such  a  covenant  confers  upon  the  vendor  no  interest  in  the  land  conveyed, 
and  it  is  accordingly  not  open  to  any  objection  on  the  ground  of  remoteness,  or 
as  tending  to  create  a  perpetuity. 

In  default  of  production  of  a  counterpart  of  the  conveyance  executed  by  the 
purchaser,  after  due  search  made  for  such  counterpart  by  the  representatives  of 
the  vendor,  secondary  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the  oonveyanoe  by  the  pur- 
chaser is  admissible ;  and  a  redtal  of  the  covenant  contained  in  a  subsequent 
indenture  executed  by  the  respective  representatives  in  title  of  the  vendor  and 
the  purchaser,  and  a  lihe  recital  contained  in  a  private  Act  of  Parliament 
obtained  by  the  representatiYes  of  the  purchaser,  is  sufBcient  evidence,  in 
addition  to  the  antecedent  probabiHty  of  the  matter,  to  prove  the  execution  of 
the  conveyance  by  the  purchaser. 

Held  also,  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  land  conveyed 
had  been  enjoyed  under  the  title  obtained  by  the  conveyance,  and  that  the  con* 
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▼eyance  purported  to  contain  sncli  a  coTenant,  would  not,  in  the  alnenoe  of 
proof  of  the  execation  of  the  oonvejance  by  the  purchaser,  suffice  to  render  the 
purchaser  and  his  repreeentatiTes  liable,  either  at  law  or  in  equitj,  to  pecfann 
the  covenant. 

The  principal  question  in  this  case  turned  upon  the  validity, 
and  the  construotion,  of  certain  stipulations,  contained  in  certain 
articles  of  agreement  in  writing,  dated  24th  June,  1823,  and  in 
a  conveyance,  dated  21st  January,  1824,  made  between  the  pre- 
decessors in  title  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  also  the  appellants, 
and  the  predecessors  in  title  of  certain  of  the  defendants,  who 
were  also  the  respondents,  respectively. 

By  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  dated  24th  June,  1823, 
and  made  between  GFeorge  Silvertop  of  the  one  part,  and  William 
Harry  Earl  of  Darlington  (afterwards  Duke  of  Cleveland)  of 
the  other  part,  the  said  G.  Silvertop  agreed  to  sell  and  the  said 
earl  agreed  to  purchase  the  manor  of  Hutton  Henry  and  other 
hereditaments  in  the  Coimty  of  Durham,  containing  in  the 
whole  3,200  acres  or  thereabouts,  at  the  price  of  42,000/.  And 
it  was  thereby  agreed  that,  in  the  conveyance  of  the  said  here- 
ditaments to  the  said  earl,  there  should  be  inserted  a  covenant 
from  the  said  earl  that  he,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  from 
time  to  time  pay  to  the  said  Q-.  Silvertop,  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  the  sum  of  sixpence  for  each  chaldron 
of  coals  of  the  Newcastle  measure,  which  should  be  wrought 
and  gotten  out  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  which  should  be 
shipped  for  sale. 

The  said  articles  of  agreement  were  signed  by  the  said 
Q-.  Silvertop  and  the  said  earl  respectively. 

In  the  conveyance  of  the  said  hereditaments  to  the  said  earl, 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  and  dated 
21st  January,  1824,  was  contained  a  covenant  in  the  following 
words: — 

"  And  the  said  William  Harry  Earl  of  Darlington  doth  here- 
'^  by,  for  himself  his  heirs  executors  and  administrators,  covenant 
*^  with  the  said  George  Silvertop,  his  heirs  executors  administra* 
^^  tors  and  assigns,  that  he,  the  said  William  Harry  Earl  of 
<<  Darlington,  his  heirs  appointees  and  assigns,  shall  and  will 
^^  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  hereafter  pay  or  cause  to 
'^  be  paid  unto  the  said  George  Silvertop,  his  heirs  executors 
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**  adminlsiratoTS  or  assigns^  the  sum  of  sixpence  of  lawful  money 
^'  current  in  Great  Britain,  for  each  and  every  chaldron  of  coals 
^^  of  the  Newcastle  measure  which  shall  be  wrought  and  gotten 
^<  from  and  out  of  the  said  hereditaments  hereby  released  or 
^^  otherwise  assured  or  intended  so  to  be,  and  which  shall  be 
"  shipped  for  sale.'* 

The  lands  to  which  the  present  action  related  were  comprised 
in  the  above-stated  conveyance  of  21st  January,  1824,  and  are 
by  Lord  Selbome  in  his  judgment  styled  the  Hart  Estate. 
The  representatives  in  title  of.  the  Earl  of  Darlington  had 
parted  with  all  his  estate  in  the  said  lands  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  present  action. 

The  plaintiffs,  as  the  representatives  in  title  of  the  said 
G-.  Silvertop,  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  said  covenant^ 
and  certain  of  the  defendants,  as  the  representatives  of  the  said 
earl,  were  liable  to  the  burden  of  the  said  covenant,  if  and  so 
far  as  the  same  was  a  valid  and  subsisting  covenant,  for  the 
purpose  of  imposing  a  valid  and  subsisting  liability  upon  the 
said  earl  and  his  representatives  in  title. 

The  original  of  the  indenture  of  21st  January,  1824,  which 
was  produced  by  the  defendants,  was  duly  executed  by  all 
parties  whose  concurrence  was  necessary  to  pass  the  estate 
agreed  to  be  sold  to  the  purchaser,  the  Earl  of  Darlington,  but 
it  was  not  executed  by  the  purchaser.  Diligent  search  had  been 
made  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  counterpart  supposed  to  have 
been  executed  by  the  purchaser  and  delivered  to  the  vendor ; 
but  no  such  counterpart  was  found.  From  the  number  of  the 
seals  affixed  to  the  original,  and  from  certain  pencil  marks 
written  against  them,  it  appeared  to  have  been  contemplated 
that  the  original  would  be  executed  by  the  purchaser. 

The  purchaser,  the  Earl  of  Darlington,  was  created  Duke  of 
Cleveland  in  the  year  1841,  and  died  on  29th  January,  1842. 
In  the  judgments  delivered  he  is  commonly  named  by  his  later 
title. 

By  an  indenture  dated  Ist  March,  1843,  to  which  the  persons 
then  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  covenant^  and  the  persons 
then  liable  to  its  burden,  were  both  parties,  certain  arrange- 
mentsi  not  material  to  be  stated,  were  made  in  relation  to  the 
premises ;  and  the  said  indenture  contained  a  full  zeoital  of  the 
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above-stated  oonvejanoe  of  2l8t  January,  1824,  in  the  oourse  of 
which  reoital  it  was  stated  to  be  the  fact,  that  the  said  Duke  of 
Qeveland  had,  by  the  said  conveyance,  entered  into  the  covenant 
above  specified. 

The  indenture  of  Ist  March,  1843,  was  executed  by  the 
persons  then  entitled  to  the  benefit,  and  by  the  persons  then 
liable  to  the  burden  of  the  said  covenant,  upon  the  hypothesis  of 
its  vaUdity. 

In  a  private  Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  year  1846,  to 
amend  a  prior  Act  which  had  been  passed  for  the  purpose  of 
vesting  certain  powers  of  management  in  the  trustees  of  the 
will  of  the  Duke  of  Cleveland,  was  contained  a  recital  that, 
upon  the  purchase  of  the  said  hereditaments  in  the  year  1824, 
the  said  duke  had  entered  into  a  covenant  in  the  terms  above 
specified.  The  Act  which  contained  this  recital  was  promoted 
by  the  persons  who,  as  representing  the  said  duke,  would  then 
have  been  liable  to  the  burden  of  the  said  covenant  upon  the 
hypothesis  of  its  validity. 

The  principal  questions  which  arose  for  discussion,  and  which 
are  dealt  with  in  the  judgments,  are  as  follows  : — 

(1.)  Whether  there  was  any,  or  sufficient,  evidence  that  the 
purchaser,  the  Duke  of  Cleveland,  had  executed  the 
covenant. 

(2.)  Whether,  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  covenant  had  never 
been  executed  by  the  purchaser,  it  was  nevertheless 
binding  upon  his  personal  representatives. 

(3.)  Whether,  supposing  the  covenant  to  be  binding  on  the 
purchaser,  the  words,  '^  coals  .  .  .  which  shall  be  •  .  . 
gotten  from  and  out  of  the  said  hereditaments  .... 
and  which  shall  be  shipped  for  sale,"  must  be  restricted 
to  refer  only  to  coals  shipped  by  the  colliery  proprietor 
for  the  purpose  of  being  subsequently  sold  by  him  or  on 
his  behalf. 

(4.)  Whether  in  the  said  covenant  the  word  "  shipped  "  must 
be  restricted  to  refer  solely  to  coals  actually  put  on  board 
ship,  or  whether  it  might  be  extended  to  refer  also  to 
other  modes  of  carrying  coal  which  had  come  into 
common  usage  since  the  execution  of  the  covenant,  and 
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had  to  a  considerable  extent  taken  the  place  of  the  then 
existing  custom  of  shipment. 

(5.)  Whether,  supposing  the  covenant  to  be  otherwise  valid 
and  binding  upon  the  purchaser,  it  was  not  void,  as 
tending  to  a  perpetuity. 

The  original  action  came  on  for  trial  before  Mr.  Justice  Fry, 
on  5th  June,  1880.  The  trial  lasted  until  7th  June,  when 
judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiffs.  The  learned  judge 
seems  to  have  held  that,  partly  by  reason  of  the  undoubted 
execution  of  the  articles  of  agreement  of  24th  June,  1823,  and 
partly  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  lands  had  been  enjoyed 
under  the  title  acquired  by  the  conveyance  of  21st  January, 
1824,  it  was  not  material  to  inquire  whether  the  purchaser  had 
in  fact  executed  the  conveyance,  and  that  the  covenant  was, 
upon  either  hypothesis,  binding  upon  his  estate.  He  also  held, 
that  the  covenant  was  not  void  as  tending  to  create  a  perpetuity; 
that  it  referred  only  to  coals  put  on  board  ship  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  colliery  proprietor  for  the  purpose  of  subsequent  sale  by 
him ;  and  that  it  could  not  be  extended  to  refer  to  any  other 
method  of  carrying  coals  than  by  shipment. 

Omitting  the  formal  parts,  and  the  part  relating  to  costs,  the 
order  dated  7th  June,  1880,  drawn  up  in  pursuance  of  Mr. 
Justice  Fry's  judgment,  is  as  follows : — 

''This  Court  doth  declare  that  according  to  the  true  con- 
''  struction  of  the  covenant  in  the  deed  of  the  2l8t  January, 
**  1824,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned  'coal  shipped  for  sale' 
"  means  coal  put  on  shipboard  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  colliery 
"  proprietor  for  the  purpose  of  subsequent  sale  by  him  and  such 
"  coal  only  And  doth  order  and  adjudge  that  an  inquiry  be 
"  made  having  regard  to  the  declaration  aforesaid  what  number 
"  of  chaldrons  of  coal  of  the  Newcastle  measure  wrought  and 
"  gotten  out  of  the  Hutton  Henry  Colliery  have  been  shipped 
"  for  sale." 

And  certain  of  the  defendants  who  were  executors  of  the  . 

Duke  of  Cleveland's  will  were  ordered  to  pay  to  certain  of  the 
plaintiffs,  in  whom  was  vested  the  power  to  give  a  discharge  for 
moneys  becoming  payable  under  the  covenant,  out  of  the  assets 
of  the  said  duke,  sizpenoe  for  every  such  chaldzon  as  should  be 
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oeriified  to  have  been  so  shipped  for  sale  as  aforesaid;  with 
certain  further  directions  in  case  the  last-mentioned  defendants 
should  not  admit  assets  for  the  purpose. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed  from  the  above-stated  order.  The 
appeal  was  heard  by  the  Lords  Justices  James,  BaggaUay,  and 
Lush.  Their  lordships  appear  to  have  held,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  Duke  of  Cleveland  had  in  fact  executed  the 
covenant;  that  upon  that  hypothesis,  the  covenant  was  not 
binding  upon  him,  although  he  had  held  the  lands  under  the 
title  acquired  by  the  conveyance  in  which  the  covenant  purported 
to  be  contained;  and  that  the  only  remedy  of  the  plaintiffs  was, 
to  have  brought  an  action  (before  such  action  had  become  barred 
by  the  Statutes  of  Limitation)  for  the  breach  of  the  agreement, 
contained  in  the  articles  of  agreement  of  24th  June,  1823,  to 
execute  such  a  covenant.  They  accordingly  reversed  the  judg- 
ment of  Mr.  Justice  Fry,  and  ordered  the  action  to  be  dismissed 
out  of  Court. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed  from  this  decision  to  the  House  of 
Lords.  The  appeal  was  heard  on  26th,  27th  April,  1883,  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  Lord  Blackburn,  Lord  Bramwell,  and 
Lord  Fitzgerald. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellants  were  Sir  Farrer  Herschell, 
Q.C.,  S.-Q-.,  Mr.  Cookson,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Trevelyan,  and  Mr. 
Dunning. 

The  counsel  for  the  respondents  were  Mr.  Whitehome,  Q.C, 
Mr.  Wolstenholme,  and  Mr.  Smart. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  for  the  respondents,  their 
lordships  retired  for  consultation  ;  and  upon  their  return  to  the 
House,  the  following  judgments  *  were  delivered : — 

Earl  of  Sel-  LoRD  CHANCELLOR:  My  lords,  I  quite  feel  that  this  covenant 
judgment.  *  ^  ^^®  ^^  ^  somewhat  unusual  character,  and  that  its  operation 
may  be  in  some  respects  inconvenient  to  the  persons  interested 
in  the  estate  of  the  covenantor.  Neither,  however,  of  tJiose 
reasons  can  be  sufficient  to  prevent  your  lordships  from  giving 
to  it  its  proper  legal  effect.  They  explain,  perhaps,  the  perti- 
nacity with  which  this  action  appears  to  have  been  defended, 

*  Suob  parts  of  the  judgments  as  refer  only  to  oosts  ha^e  been  omitted. . 
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and  I  must,  for  my  own  part,  say  that,  but  for  the  respeot  which  Earl  of  Sei- 
I  feel  for  every  opinion,  even  when  contrary  to  my  own,  of  the  jadgment. 
learned  judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  I  should  have  thought 
that  there  was  no  question  in  this  case  susceptible  of  serious 
diflSculty  or  argument,  excepting  the  question  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  covenant.  The  Court  of  Appeal,  however, 
thought  that  the  existence  of  the  covenant  was  not  sufficiently 
proved,  and  because  they  thought  so  it  is  impossible  for  your 
lordships  not  to  regard  that  as  a  question  requiring  to  be 
seriously  examined. 

Now  the  matter  stands  in  this  way.  There  is  a  sale  of  land, 
not  merely  for  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  down  at  the 
time,  but  also  in  consideration  partly  of  this  peculiar  covenant, 
under  which,  though  the  vendor,  as  I  understand  its  effect  and 
operation,  retains  no  interest  in  the  land,  yet  he  may  in  a  certain 
event  which  is  provided  for,  the  event  of  the  working  of  the 
minerals  under  that  land  which  he  has  sold,  have  a  right  to 
receive  sums  which  may  be  of  considerable  amount  and  value 
from  the  purchaser  or  his  representatives.  My  lords,  this  trans- 
action was  to  be  carried  into  effect  by  an  indenture,  and  we 
have  produced  to  us  an  indenture  executed  by  the  vendor,  and 
coming  out  of  the  purchaser's  possession,  which,  upon  the  face 
of  it,  shows  plainly  on  what  terms  and  under  what  contract  the 
purchaser,  out  of  whose  possession  that  deed  comes,  held  and 
was  in  enjoyment  of  the  land.  The  only  question  is  whether 
the  covenant  was  executed  under  seal  by  the  covenantor ;  but 
that  there  was  a  contract  for  such  a  covenant,  of  importance  and 
value  to  the  vendor,  is  perfectly  dear,  because,  as  I  say,  the 
title  deed,  coming  out  of  the  purchaser's  muniment  room,  con- 
tains upon  the  face  of  it  the  terms  of  that  covenant,  about 
which,  therefore,  if  the  covenantor  was  ever  liable,  there  can  be 
no  controversy  whatever. 

Now  what  would  be  the  natural  course  of  such  a  transaction  P 
Would  it  be  that  one  part  only  of  the  indenture  would  be 
executed  by  both  parties  and  left  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser  P 
Can  your  lordships  suppose  that  such  a  transaction  could  natu- 
rally or  reasonably  take  that  course ;  that  the  person  who  was 
to  have  the  benefit  of  this  covenant  would  not  have  in  his  power 
and  in  his  own  hands  the  covenant  of  which  he  was  to  have  tiie 
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JSmA  of  Sel-     benefit,  and  that  the  deed  which  alone  ooxdd  prove  it  would  be 
delivered  by  him,  aoting  by  a  solioitor,  in  a  matter  of  busmees, 
over  to  the  purchaser  P    Your  lordships  will  find  it  stated  in 
the  books  of  law,  and  it  is  a  familiar  proposition,  that  when  aa 
indenture  contains  provisions  in  which  each  party  retains  and 
will  have  a  continuing  interest,  one  part  of  that  is  delivered  by 
each  party  to  the  other.    An  indenture  bi-partite  is  supposed 
not  only  to  be  between  two  parties,  but  to  be  in  two  parts ;  and 
the  natural,  proper,  and  ordinaiy  course  would  be  that  each 
party  would  have  a  part  executed  by  the  other  party  which 
would  secure  to  him  his  own  interest.     It  may  be,  and  I  think 
it  is,  so  stated  by  Mr.  Hargrave,*  in  a  note  to  the  passage 
about  indentures  in  Coke  upon  Littleton,  that  the  more  modem 
practice  has  been  for  all  the  parts  to  be  executed  by  all  the  • 
parties  ;  and  it  seems  in  this  particular  case  that  the'deed  pro- 
duced from  the  muniment  room  of  the  purchaser  was  prepared 
by  the  solicitor  in  such  a  form  as  to  show  that  he  contemplated 
that  it  would  be  executed  by  both  the  parties ;  and  the  fact  that, 
on  the  face  of  it,  it  shows  some  preparation  for  execution  by  the 
Earl  of  Darlington,  who  was  the  covenantor,  as  well  as  by 
Mr.  Witham  and  those  who  joined  with  him  in  conveying  as 
vendors,  has  been  relied  upon  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  as  evidence 
that  no  other  execution  by  the  earl,  the  covenantor,  can  have 
been  contemplated,  except  the  execution  of  that  particular  piece 
of  parchment,  which  the  earl  did  not  execute. 

My  lords,  it  certainly  seems  to  me  that  that  ground  is  most 
insufficient  for  the  argument  which  is  founded  upon  it.  I  can- 
not but  believe  that  if  the  earl  had  executed  the  part  which  he 
retained  in  his  own  possession,  the  necessity  for  the  execution  of 
a  counterpart  would  have  been  exactly  the  same,  and  that  the 
business  would  not  have  proceeded  in  the  natural  and  ordinary 
course  of  such  a  transaction  unless  a  counterpart  retained  by  the 
vendors  had  been  executed  by  the  earl.  All  reason,  presumption, 
and  probability  are  in  favour  of  it.  I  do  not  say  that  d  priori 
reason,  presumption,  or  probability  would  have  been  by  itself 
enough  if  there  were  no  evidence  of  any  kind,  properly  reoeiv- 
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able,  that  there  was  in  point  of  fact  a  covenant  duly  entered  Earl  of  Sel- 
into  and  executed  by  the  earl.  judgment. 

But,  my  lords,  there  is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  upon  that  subject 
evidence,  not  only  admissible,  but  of  the  strongest  possible 
character,  and  such  that  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  its  effect 
could  have  been  rebutted  without  very  strong  and  dear  evidence 
indeed  of  a  kind  not  at  all  likely  to  have  been  producible,  and 
which  certainly  has  not  been  produced  in  this  case.  What,  my 
lords,  is  the  evidence  to  which  I  refer  ?  It  is  this :  an  admis- 
sion, under  seal,  by  the  duke's  legal  and  personal  representatives 
and  devisees  of  this  particular  purchased  estate,  that  he  did  enter 
into  such  a  covenant.  That  admission  your  lordships  find  in  the 
deed*  bearing  date  the  Ist  March,  1843,  which  is  made,  observe, 
my  lords,  between  the  persons  then  representing  the  vendors  en« 
titled  to  the  benefit  of  this  covenant  of  the  first  and  second  parts 
and  between  certain  persons  described  as  '^  the  trustees  and  exe- 
'^  cutors  named  in  and  by  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  Duke 
'^  of  Cleveland"  (for  the  earl  had  become  the  first  Duke  of  Cleve- 
land) '^  deceased,  of  the  third  part ; "  and  they  were  in  point  of  fact 
devisees  in  trust  of  that  particular  property,  and  also  executors. 

The  substance  of  that  agreement  is  for  the  reduction  upon 
certain  terms  of  the  payments  which  might  be  exigible  under 
this  very  covenant,  a  reduction  which  would  operate  for  the 
benefit,  both  of  the  persons  interested  in  the  estate,  if  they  were 
in  any  way  liable  for  those  payments,  and  in  that  way  for  the 
benefit  of  the  trustees  of  the  duke  as  devisees  in  trust,  and  also 
for  the  benefit  of  the  duke's  personal  estate,  as  bound  by  the 
covenant,  by  reducing  the  amount  which  might  be  exigible 
against  the  estate  under  the  covenant  if  it  should  come  into 
force.  Therefore,  the  executors  of  the  duke,  as  such,  were 
directly  interested  in  the  arraugements  made  by  this  deed.  All 
the  parties  interested  are  brought  together — the  covenantees, 
the  Withams,  the  devisees  in  trust  of  the  estate  to  which  the 
covenant  related,  and  the  personal  representatives  of  the  duke, 
who  was  personally  bound  by  the  covenant,  and  it  is  a  bargain 
concerning  the  subject-matter  of  the  covenant.  In  that  deed  it 
is  solemnly  recited,  under  the  seals  of  all  those  persons,  that 


«  See  p.  408,  anU. 


410  APPENDIX  V. 

Earl  of  M-     "  by  an  indenture  of  release,  dated  on  or  about  the  2l8t  of 
judgment.       "  January,  1824"  (being  evidently  the  very  same  deed  of  which 
a  part  executed  by  the  vendors  was  produced  in  evidence  in  the 
case),  "William  Harry,  Duke  of  Cleveland"  (his  later  title — 
he  had  been  Earl  of  Darlington  at  the  time  he  executed  it) 
"  did,  in  and  by  the  indenture  now  in  recital,  for  himself,  his 
"  heirs  executors  and  administrators,  covenant  and  agree  with 
"  and  to  George  Silveitop,  his  heirs  executors  administrators 
"  and  assigns,  that  the  said  William  Harry,  Duke  of  Cleveland, 
"  his  heirs  appointees  and  assigns,  would  from  time  to  time  and 
"  at  all  times  thereafter  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
"  George    Silvertop,   his    heirs    executors    administrators    or 
"  assigns,  the  sum  of  sixpence  for  each  and  every  chaldron  of 
"  coals  of  the  Newcastle  measure,  which  should  be  wrought  and 
"  gotten  from  and  out  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premise 
"  thereby  released  or  otherwise  assured,  and  which  should  be 
"  shipped  for  sale."     Then  there  was  a  further  covenant  as  to 
accounts,  and  so  on,  exactly  corresponding  with  the  terms  of  the 
covenant  embodied  in  the  part  executed  by  the  Withams,  which 
is  now  produced  from  the  muniment  room  of  the  duke. 

My  lords,  can  there  be  better  secondary  evidence  than  this 
distinct  admission  under  the  seals  of  the  parties  bound  that  the 
duke  did  covenant  ?  Can  those  who  now  represent  the  estate 
as  it  was  then  represented  by  the  parties  to  that  admission  be 
heard  now  to  say  that  he  did  not  covenant  merely  because  they 
produce  from  the  duke's  muniment  room  a  part  of  this  indenture 
which  the  duke  did  not  execute,  of  which,  although,  no  doubt, 
it  was  contemplated  by  the  solicitors  that  he  should  execute  it, 
his  execution  would  have  been  wholly  immaterial,  if  there  were, 
as,  unless  this  recital  is  untrue,  there  must  have  been,  an  execu< 
tion  of  a  counterpart  of  that  indenture  by  the  duke,  which 
counterpart  would  naturally  be  in  the  custody  of  the  vendors  or 
those  representing  themP  The  two  parts  of  an  indenture,  when 
there  are  two  parts,  are  one  and  the  same  indenture.  It  is  not 
that  there  are  two  deeds  or  two  indentures ;  there  is  one  inden- 
ture, but  that  is  in  two  parts.  Therefore  the  reason  and 
probability  of  the  case,  and  the  ordinary  course  of  business  in 
such  a  case,  agree  with  the  express  admission  on  record  of  these 
parties,  an  admission  made  upon  the  footing  of  the  existence  of 


* 

WITHAM  r.  VANE.  411 

Baoh  a  covenant  and  for  the  pnrpose  of  varying  the  effect  of  it  Bwl  ^^]: 
bj  contract  for  valuable  consideration.  judgmeat. 

That,  my  lords,  has  superadded  to  it  a  subsequent  Act  of 
Parliament  obtained  at  the  request,  as  it  recites,  of  the  represent 
tatives  of  the  duke  and  containing  exactly  the  same  recital  of 
the  existence  of  such  a  covenant. 

The  remarkable  thing,  which  I  am  unable  after  the  argument 
we  have  heard  to  explain  to  my  own  mind,  is  that  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in  which  the  learned  judges  agreed 
in  holding  that  there  was  a  failure  of  evidence  to  prove  the 
existence  of  such  a  covenant,  there  is  not  the  least  allusion  to 
this  secondary  evidence,  to  these  admissions  in  the  one  case  by 
Act  of  Parliament,  and  in  the  other  under  seal,  no  attention 
apparently  having  been  directed  to  the  question  whether  they 
are  not  enough  under  the  circumstances  to  prove  the  existence  of 
such  a  covenant,  and  to  repel  any  presumption,  if  otherwise  there 
could  have  been  a  presumption,  that  because  the  signature  of  the 
duke  was  intended  to  have  been  placed  upon  the  part  which  he 
produces  and  is  not  there,  therefore  it  could  not  have  been  put 
upon  any  other  part  which  is  not  produced.  Of  course,  my  lords, 
the  non-production  of  the  counterpart  bearing  the  signature 
of  the  duke,  and  his  seal,  was  a  thing  to  be  accounted  for,  but  it 
is  not  in  dispute  that  there  is  abundantly  sufficient  evidence  of 
search  and  that  it  has  not  been  found  in  the  proper  custody. 
Under  those  circumstances,  my  lords,  I  cannot  entertain  the 
least  particle  of  doubt  that  we  must  proceed  upon  the  footing 
that  these  recitals  are  true.  Of  the  terms  of  the  covenant  there 
is  no  doubt  or  question,  for  they  are  set  forth  in  both  the  recitals, 
and  we  have  the  counterpart  of  the  deed  before  us.  The  only 
question,  therefore,  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  such  a  covenant  if  it 
is  assumed  to  have  been  duly  executed  by  the  duke  P 

Now,  my  lords,  some  ingenious  arguments  were  offered  to 
your  lordships  which  I  own,  notwithstanding  the  great  ingenuity 
with  which  they  were  urged,  I  had  difficulty  in  following,  to  the 
effect  that  this  action  is  improperly  brought,  supposing  that 
there  was  such  a  covenant ;  that  the  primary  liability  was  upon 
the  holders  for  the  time  being  of  the  Hart  Estate,  and  that,  if 
so,  the  contract  was  objectionable  on  the  ground  of  perpetuity, 
or  some  other  grounds,  into  the  details  of  which  I  reedly  do  not 


£«ii  of  Sel-  tluDk  it  neceaeary  to  enter.  My  lords,  if  there  had  been,  as 
jodgmant.  betweeD  the  ownen  of  the  estate  and  the  general  TepreeentatiTes 
of  the  ooTenantoT,  the  relations  which  are  described  by  the  words 
"primary  and  secondary  liability,"  whiob  may  rery  possibly 
have  been  the  oaee  by  means  of  oon  raots  between  the  purchasers 
of  the  estate,  when  it  was  sold  by  the  duke's  repreeentativeB,  and 
those  who  sold  it,  It  appears  to  me  that  it  would  not  have  had 
the  least  effect  upon  the  present  question.  It  would  have  been 
res  inter  aHos,  a  matter  with  which  the  covenantees  had  nothing 
to  do.  The  only  remedies  they  could  enftaroe  were  remedies 
against  the  persons  liable  to  them ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  upon  the 
ooQstniotioD  of  this  covenant,  it  is  a  mere  personal  covenant, 
binding  only  and  only  purporting  to  bind  the  covenantor,  his 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators.  Whatever  be  the  thing 
which  it  oovenanta  to  be  done,  it  cannot  be  in  any  way  whatever 
a  reservation  of  an  interest  in  the  land,  nor  is  it  eusoeptible  of 
any  construction  which  would  postpone  the  liability  under  the 
oovenant  until  some  application  or  attempt  had  been  made  to 
obtain  payment  against  somebody  else,  which  in  this  case  has 
not  been  done.  There  is  not  a  word  in  the  covenant  to  justify 
Buoh  an  idea.  Reference  was  made  to  the  case  of  Setningway  v. 
Femandes,'  a  case  of  lease  between  a  lessor  and  a  lessee,  in  which 
a  certain  covenant  to  make  certain  payments  was  held  by  the 
Yice-Chancellor  of  England  to  run  with  the  land.  But  this  is 
not  a  covenant  which  by  any  possibility  can  run  with  the  land 
upon  the  alienation  out  and  out  in  fee  simple  of  the  estate,  not 
has  any  authority  whatever  been  oited  to  your  lordships  in 
favour  of  such  a  proposition.  I  am  not  sure  what  the  result 
might  have  been  if  it  had  been  so.  Most  certainly  it  is  not  so, 
and  therefore  we  need  not  trouble  our  minds  with  it. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  perpetuity,  as  far  as  I  can 
make  out,  it  was  put  wholly  on  these  alternative  grounds  by 
Mr.  Whitehome,  upon  the  ground  with  which  I  have  already 
dealt,  that  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  reservation  of  an  interest  in 
land  to  arise  at  an  indefinite  time.  As  I  think  that  it  was  not 
a  reservation  of  any  interest  in  land,  the  foundation  of  that 
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argoment  fails.     Being  a  mere  personal  covenant  Mr.  White-  Eari  of  Sel< 

home  contended  that  it  was  a  covenant  to  pay  money  in  an  judgment. 

event  which  might  only  arise  at  a  distant  period  of  time ;  that 

can  make  no  difference.    In  point  of  fact  the  case  I  mentioned 

during  the  argument  of  the  Glive  Fund  of   Wakh  v.  The 

Secretary  of  State  for  India  *  is  a  remarkable  illustration  of 

the  inapplicability  of  the  doctrine  of  perpetuity  upon  any  such 

grounds ;  for  the  covenant  there  of  the  East  India  Ck}mpany 

was  this  (the  covenant  being  madef  in  the  year  1756),  that 

'*  if  they  should  at  any  time  thereafter  by  any  means  otherwise 

than  by  the  fate  of  war  be  dispossessed  of  their  territorial 

acquisitions  in  Bengal,  and  the  revenues  arising  thereby,  so  that 

the  jaghire  granted  to  Lord  Clive  should  cease  to  be  paid  to  him 

or  his  assigns,  or  in  case  they  should  at  any  time  before  1784 

cease  to  employ  and  maintain  in  their  immediate  pay  and 

service  a  military  force  in  the  East  Indies,"  they  should  pay  him 

this  money.    Then  ^'  if  after  the  year  1784  it  should  so  happen 

that  the  Directors  and  Company  should  have  no  military  force 

in  their  actual  pay  or  service  in  the  East  Indies  "  certain  other 

payments  shoidd  be  made.     Of  course  that  was  a  thing  which 

might  not  have  happened  for  centuries.    In  point  of  fact  it  did 

not  happen  till  more  than  a  century  or  about  a  century  after  the 

date  of  the  covenant — a  very  long  time  indeed  after  the  year 

1784.    But  although  I  remember  perfectly  well  that  this  notion 

of  perpetuity  was  thrown  out  tentatively  in  the  arguments  in 

that  case,  it  met  with  no  countenance — ^the  money  was  held  to 

be  payable. 

The  other  argument  was  as  to  the  inconvenience  of  tying  up 
to  a  certain  extent  the  administration  of  the  duke's  estate.  All 
I  can  say  upon  that  is,  that  that  was  a  matter  which  the  Earl  of 
Darlington,  who  entered  into  this  covenant,  should  have  thought 
of  at  the  time  when  it  was  entered  into.  The  convenience  of 
persons  beneficially  interested  in  the  estate  before  the  Court 
cannot  prevent  the  covenant  from  having  its  proper  legal  effect. 

That  brings  me,  my  lords,  to  the  question  which  alone  really 
appears  to  me  to  be  a  serious  question  in  this  case,  namely,  the 
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Earl  of  M«  ooDstruotion  of  the  oovenant ;  and  as  to  that,  the  large  oonstrao- 
judginent.  *  tion  oontended  for  bj  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellants^ 
that  **  shipped  "  is  to  be  a  flexible  term  which  would  be  applic- 
able to  evexy  mode  of  transport,  and  not  only  to  the  transporta- 
tion of  coal  by  sea,  appeared  to  all  yonr  lordships  to  be  one 
which  on  ordinary  principles  of  construction  we  could  not 
adopt.  Therefore  that  must  be  taken  to  be  excluded.  Ship- 
ment, we  think,  means  shipment,  and  the  covenant  must  be 
construed  so. 

But  then  the  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words 
**  which  shall  be  shipped  for  sale  "  ?  Mr.  Justice  Fiy  thought 
that  they  meant,  and  he  has  so  expressed  it  in  his  Order,* 
''put  on  shipboard  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  collieiy  proprietor 
for  the  purpose  of  subsequent  sale  by  him.''  My  lords,  that,  I 
believe,  appears  to  your  lordships,  and  certainly  it  does  to  me, 
to  be  too  narrow  a  construction.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  two 
circumstances  of  shipment  and  sale  happened  quoeunque  modo^ 
and  without  any  connection  between  them  with  which  the 
coUieiy  proprietor  was  concerned,  I  think  it  would  be  too  large 
and  wide  and  too  unreasonable  a  construction  to  bring  eveiy 
such  case  as  that  within  the  covenant.  To  me  it  seems  that  it 
was  happily  put  in  argument  by  Mr.  Cookson  when  he  said 
''  sale  "  means  for  ''  sale  purposes  "  ;  it  must  be  shipped,  and  it 
must  be  for  sale  purposes.  As  far  as  reason  is  concerned,  I 
cannot  conceive  why  it  should  make  any  difference  whether  the 
sale  was  negotiated  or  made  before  or  after  the  shipment,  in 
point  of  time,  so  long  as  a  sale  and  shipment  are  brought 
together  in  the  transaction  of  the  collieiy  proprietor.  My 
lords,  I  believe  that  that  opinion  commends  itself  to  your 
lordships  generally,  and  that  you  will  be  prepared  to  agree  to 
the  restoration  of  Mr.  Justice  Fry's  Order,  with  this  modi- 
fication, which  I  will  now  read  to  your  lordships.  I  shall 
propose  that  these  words  be  omitted  from  Mr.  Justice  Fry's 
Order,*  ''put  on  shipboard  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  colliery 
proprietor  for  the  purpose  of  subsequent  sale  by  him,"  and  that 
instead  of  them  these  words  should  be  introduced,  "  sold  by  or 

*  See  p.  406,  mnt9. 
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on  behalf  of  the  colliery  proprietor  for  the  purpose  of  ship-  Earl  of  M- 
xnent  and  actaally  shipped,  and  coal  shipped  by  or  on  behalf  of  judgment, 
the  colliery  proprietor  for  the  purpose  of  sale  by  him  or  on 
his  account/'  It  will  run,  therefore,  thus,  '^  This  Court 
doth  declare  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
covenant  in  the  deed  of  the  21st  January,  1824,  in  the  plead- 
ings mentioned,  '  coal  shipped  for  sale '  means  coal  sold  by 
or  on  behalf  of  the  colliery  proprietor  for  the  purpose  of 
shipment  and  actually  shipped,  and  coal  shipped  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  colliery  proprietor  for  the  purpose  of  sale  by 
him  or  on  his  account,  and  such  coal  only."  That  excludes,  of 
course,  coal  which  is  the  subject  of  land  transport  as  distinct 
from  sea  transport.  And,  my  lords,  I  am  bound  to  say  that, 
while  I  think  the  words  will  fairly  bear  that  construction,  and 
the  reason  of  the  thing  strongly  points  to  it,  I  am  glad  that  it 
should  be  possible  to  put  upon  this  instrument  a  construction 
which  will  in  some  degree  mitigate  the  severity  and  incon- 
venience of  its  operation  upon  the  persons  representing  the 
duke,  because,  if  they  have  taken  proper  care  of  themselves  in 
their  transactions  with  those  to  whom  they  have  sold  the  estate 
(and  of  course  it  is  their  own  fault  if  they  have  not)  they  will 
have  an  indenmity  against  that  which  they  may  have  to  pay, 
which,  of  course,  the  present  appellants  have  nothing  to  do  with, 
and  the  proprietors  for  the  time  being  of  the  estate  wiU  not 
have  it  made  useless  to  them,  because  it  will  only  be  necessary 
for  them  to  dispose  of  their  coal  in  a  different  way;  for  example, 
to  send  it  to  other  markets  by  railway,  and  then  they  will  be 
free  from  any  burden  under  this  covenant. 

LoBD  Blackburn  :  My  lords,  I  entirely  agree  in  what  the  Lord 
noble  and  learned  Lord  Chancellor  has  proposed,  and  I  will  only  judgment, 
say  a  few  words  upon  the  one  point  on  which  the  Court  of 
Appeal  went.  Mr.  Justice  Fry  had  decided  that  in  his  opinion 
the  counterpart  of  this  indenture  (as  there  was  undoubtedly  an 
indenture  at  the  time  of  sale)  was  su£Gloiently  proved,  and  that 
in  eqidfy  it  would  be  enforceable  just  as  if  it  had  been  produced, 

because  the  estate  had  been  enjoyed  under  it.    The  Court  of  J 

Appeal  thought  that  the  mere  fact  of  the  estate  being  enjoyed  I 

under  an  indenture  which  only  one  side  had  executed,  would 
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Lord  not  in  equity  have  that  effeot.     Upon  that  point  I  say  nothing 

jadgmflnt. '      whatever,  as  it  is  not  a  point  upon  which  we  have  now  to  decide. 
They  further  said  what  amounts  to  stating  that  although  this 
was  an  indenture  which  in  the  old  times,  no  doubt,  would  hare 
heen  an  indenture,  of  which  by  terms  expressed  it  was  meant 
that  there  should  be  two  counterparts  originally  out  in  a  waTy 
line  to  separate  them  from  each  other,  one  of  which  should  be 
executed  by  one  party  and  given  to  the  other,  and  the  other 
executed  by  the  second  party  and  given  to  the  first,  in  order 
that  each  might  keep  one  counterpart  for  his  own, — ^that  although 
that  would  be  the  meaning  of  the  word  ''  indenture,^  yet  in 
modem  times  it  has  veiy  often  been  the  case  that  an  indenture 
has  been  drawn  up  in  one  part  and  one  part  only.    There  is  no 
doubt  that  that  is  true ;   and,  consequently,  the  mere  fact  that 
this  was  an  indenture  does  not  by  itself  raise  a  presumption  that 
there  was  another  counterpart,  or  at  least  not  so  strong  a  pre- 
sumption as  would  be  necessary  for  acting  upon.    But  I  think, 
looking  at  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  where  there  was  a  Teiy 
considerable  estate,  and  where  there  was  a  very  important  cove- 
nant such  as  this, — I  do  not  know  what  its  pecuniary  value 
amounts  to,  but  from  the  great  degree  of  force  and  vehemence 
with  which  the  defence  has  been  conducted  I  suppose  that  the 
sum  is  large, — I  say  that  I  think,  where  there  was  such  an  im- 
portant transaction  as  that,  the  legal  advisers  of  the  vendor  of 
this  estate  would  have  been  excessively  to  blame  and  guilty  of 
the  grossest  negligence  if  they  had  not  seen  that  the  Earl  of 
Darlington  affixed  his  seal  to  the  covenant,  and  they  would  also 
have  been  guilty  of  very  great  negligence  if  they  had  not  seen 
that  that  seal  of  the  Earl  of  Darlington  which  was  affixed  to  the 
covenant  was  put  upon  the  counterpart  which  would  be  kept  by 
them  for  their  client.    No  doubt,  they  have  been  guilty  of  very 
great  negligence ;    and  although  all  this  tends  veiy  much  to 
make  it  antecedently  probable  that  there  would  be  a  counter- 
part executed  and  sealed,  I  do  not  very  much  differ  from  the 
Court  of  Appeal  (indeed  I  may  go  further  than  that,  and  say 
that  I  agree  with  the  Court  of  Appeal)  that  if  it  had  stood  on 
that  and  that  only,  there  would  have  been  no  reason  to  say  that 
the  parties  had  not  been  guilty  of  gross  negligence.     That  they 
were  guilty  of  negligence  afterwards  in  losing  the  counterpart 
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if  there  ever  was  one,  is  perfectly  plain ;  and  I  cannot  say  that  Lord 
they  were  not  guilty  of  some  negligence  previously :   they  may  judgment, 
have  been. 

But  then  (and  it  is  singular  enough  that  the  Court  of  Appeal 
do  not  seem  to  have  noticed  it)  we  are  not  without  evidence  that 
the  counterpart  did  exist,  quite  independently  of  this  presump- 
tion.     The  Earl  of  Darlington,  who  had   become  Duke  of 
Cleveland,  died  in  1842.     Immediately  after  his  death  his 
devisees  in  trust  were  brought  into  contact  with  those  who 
represented  the  original  covenantees,  who  at  that  time,  if  there 
was  a  counterpart,  ought  to  have  had  it  in  their  possession ;  and 
as  early  as  1843  the  devisees  in  trust  of  the  Duke  of  Cleveland 
came  to  make  an  agreement.    They  discussed  and  considered 
the  effect  of  this  covenant,  and  made  an  agreement  relating  to 
this  covenant,  and  in  1843  they  executed  that  agreement.    There 
was  an  argument  which  I  could  not  really  understand  (I  am 
afraid  that  I  may  be  doing  it  injustice  because  I  could  never 
apprehend  it)  to  this  effect — ^it  was  said  that  if  the  Duke  of 
Cleveland's  trustees  in  1843  admitted  under  their  hand  and  seal 
that  there  was  a  counterpart  existing,  and  that  it  had  been 
sealed  by  the  late  duke,  it  would  not  be  evidence  against  the 
trustees  of  the  Duke  of  Cleveland,  the  devisees,  in  this  action, 
for  some  reason  which  I  was  not  able  to  understand.    They  are 
not  the  same  identical  people,  because  we  know  that  Henry, 
Lord  Brougham,  is  dead,  and  that  William,  Lord  Brougham, 
seems  to  have  become  one  of  the  trustees  since ;  but  they  repre^^ 
sent  the  same  trustees — they  represent  the  same  estate;  and 
why  it  should  not  have  been  admissible  evidence  I  do  not 
tmderstand.    That  fact  being  admitted,  it  seems  to  me,  for 
reasons  which  I  need  not  repeat  over  again,  as  strong  and  as 
dear  as  can  be.    They  admit  that  **  the  said  William  Harry, 
Duke  of  Cleveland,  did,  in  and  by  the  indenture  now  in 
recital,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
covenant  and  agree,"  and  then   the  document   proceeds   to 
recite  the  very  covenant  which  is  now  in  question,  that  being 
the  veiy  indenture.    It  was  endeavoured  to  be  argued  that  we' 
should  understand  that  to  mean,  not  that  he  had  covenanted  by 
it,  but  that  they  thought  he  was  bound  as  much  as  if  he  had 
covenanted  by  it.    I  cannot  say  that  I  put  that  construction 

C.R.P.  E  s 
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Jjr^ ,  upon  the  words.    I  think  the  oondusion  to  be  drawn  from  theni 

Black  Dnm:       ,  . 

judgment.  is  that  in  1843,  the  indenture,  the  counterpart,  with  his  hand 
and  seal  to  it,  did  exist,  and  that  the  trustees  knew  that  it  was 
in  existenoe,  and  that  they  made  this  agreement  under  their 
hand  and  seal,  admitting  that  it  was  existing.  And  that  is  a 
great  deal  strengthened  when  you  come  to  what  took  place  a 
few  years  afterwards,  in  1846,  when  a  private  Act  of  Parliament 
was  passed,  promoted  for  this  purpose,  to  which  the  trustees 
were  consenting  parties ;  indeed,  they  were  the  veiy  parties  wha 
promoted  it.  In  that  private  Act  there  axe  certain  statements  t 
amongst  other  things,  they  put  this  as  a  recital,  that  ^^the  said 
WiUiam  Harry,  Duke  of  Cleveland,  on  the  purchase  of  the 
Hutton  Henry  and  Hurworth  Estates,  in  the  year  1824,  cove- 
nanted to  pay  to  the  said  Q-eorge  Silvertop,  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,"  and  then  they  proceed  to  state  this 
covenant,  which,  I  may  observe,  was  one  of  those  things  for 
the  purpose  of  dealing  with  which  that  Act  was  obtained  in 
respect  of  the  very  property  in  question. 

Now  what  I  cannot  understand  is  why  all  this  should  not  be 
good  evidence  to  lead  to  a  conclusion  as  to  the  existence  of  the 
counterpart.  In  the  case  of  the  private  Act  it  is  further 
strengthened  by  this  consideration,  that  there  was  eveiy  reason 
why  the  committee  should  require  proof  of  these  allegations 
upon  which  they  were  asked  to  proceed:  and  therefore  the 
statement  that  the  Duke  of  Cleveland  had  covenanted  is  muoh 
stronger  evidence  there  than  even  the  prior  one ;  because  it  is 
just  possible,  though  it  is  not  very  likely,  that  the  trustees  of  the 
Duke  of  Cleveland  might  have  taken  it  for  granted  that  a 
counterpart  was  existing  in  1843,  but  it  is  hardly  probable  that 
both  the  trustees  of  the  Duke  of  Cleveland  and  a  committee  of - 
the  House  of  Lords  should  take  it  for  granted  that  there  was 
one  if  it  really  did  not  exist. 

I  can,  therefore,  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that  the^ 
counterpart  containing  this  covenant  was  actually  executed  and' 
did  really  exist,  but  has  been  lost,  I  know  not  how,  but  by  some- 
negligence  probably ;  and  that  being  so,  secondary  evidence  can 
be  given.  The  question  therefore  comes.  What  was  the  eif ect  of 
that  covenant  P  First,  I  may  say,  that  several  points  were  put- 
which  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  deal  with,  because  I  think 
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that  they  have  been  suffioiently  dealt  with  by  the  noble  and  ^^ 
learned  lord  on  the  woolsack.    It  was  said  that  this  covenant  of  judgment. 
the  Duke  of  Cleveland,  or  rather  of  the  Earl  of  Darlington  as 
he  then  was,  is  not  enforceable  now.    I  am  afraid  to  deal  with 
these  poixitsy  because  I  did  not  understand  what  they  were ;  but 
1^3  I  can  only  say  that  they  were  none  of  them  such  as  I  could 

advise  your  lordships  to  give  effect  to.  I  think  that  this  cove- 
naut  is  just  as  much  enforceable  as  auy  other  promise  or  contract 
made  to  pay  a  sum  of  money.  It  is  said  that  that  would  be  a 
perpetuity.  It  is  not  a  perpetuity  in  the  sense  in  which  the  law 
aims  at  perpetuities.  The  person  who  is  entitled  to  receive  this 
sixpence  a  chaldron,  whatever  the  amount  may  be,  and  the  per- 
son who  has  now  got  the  estates  in  question,  or  the  Duke  of 
Cleveland's  personal  representatives,  or  whoever  it  is,  can  come 
to  an  agreement  for  releasing  it.  Those  who  are  entitled  to  it 
would  sell  it  readily  enough  if  a  sufficient  consideration  were 
offered  for  it.  The  parties  could  settle  the  matter  in  that  way : 
it  is  no  perpetuity. 

Then  it  is  said  (and  it  is  very  true)  that  it  was  very  imwise 
in  the  Duke  of  Cleveland  to  enter  into  an  agreement  which 
would  have  the  effect  of  binding  him,  and  his  estate  after  his 
death,  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  which  would  go  on  to  be  payable 
until  the  coals,  in  fact,  were  worked  out,  which  might  be  a  vast 
number  of  years  hence:  and  so  it  was;  it  was  not  a  wise  bargain, 
but  that  was  his  fault.  If  he  has  brought  an  inconvenience 
upon  himself  and  his  estate,  there  it  is,  and  those  who  have  the 
estate  must  take  the  consequences  resulting  from  it. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  What  is  the  meaning  of  the 
contract?  It  is  not  very  artificially  drawn,  but  we  have  to 
construe  a  contract  made  in  1824  in  relation  to  the  working  of 
a  colliery  in  Durham,  having  regard  to  the  words  which  are 
used  in  that  contract,  but  putting  a  sense  upon  those  words 
which  they  will  bear,  as  used  with  reference  to  the  subject- 
matter  ;  that  is  to  say,  with  reference  to  the  subject  as  to  which 
the  parties  were  contracting.  I  think,  therefore,  that  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  what  was  the  ordinary  course  of  things  in 
1824  (not  as  they  are  now)  in  the  district  round  these  coal-pits, 
or  in  the  county  of  Durham  (you  may  say  generally)  where 
these  coal-pits  lie,  and  what  was  the  ordinary  course  of  dealing 

ek2 
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Loid  there;  and  haying  that  before  us,  we  have  then  to  see  what 

jadgment.  these  words  mean  when  used  by  the  parties  oontraoting  with 
regard  to  that  state  of  things.  It  is  quite  true  that  this  ooUieiy 
was  not  then  opened :  it  was  not  opened  till  some  time  after- 
wards ;  but  still  the  parties  were  thinking  of  the  ordinary  state 
of  business,  and  what  was  ordinarily  done  in  ooal  pits  and  ooal 
mines  in  that  neighbourhood  when  they  were  at  work ;  and  the 
words  used  in  the  contract  are,  I  think,  to  be  understood  in  the 
sense  in  which  such  words  would  be  imderstood  when  used  with 
reference  to  such  a  course  of  dealing. 

Now  there  is  not  much  evidence  here  as  to  what  was  done  in 
1824 ;  but  it  is  quite  intelligible  to  this  extent.  Coals  which 
were  raised  in  that  district  at  that  time  were  sometimes  sold  to 
country  customers,  people  who  came  to  carry  them  away  in  carts 
— a  good  deal  of  the  coal  was  disposed  of  in  this  way:  and  more 
was  carried  down  to  the  river  and  put  on  board  keels — ^those 
keels  took  the  coals  up  the  river  to  inland  places  where  they 
were  wanted ;  some  was  taken  down  the  river  in  keels  and  sold 
to  people  along  the  banks  of  the  river  for  local  consumption. 
But  the  bulk  of  the  coal  was  ultimately  sold  to  be  consumed  by 
people  to  whom  it  was  sent  by  sea ;  and  the  mode  in  which  it 
was  the  common  custom  to  sell  it  is  explained  in  this  way — ^the 
coals  were  sent  down  by  the  coal  proprietor  in  trams  or  keels, 
and  the  fitter,  who  seems  to  have  been  a  sort  of  intermediate 
broker  between  the  persons  who  had  sent  their  ships  there  to  be 
loaded  and  the  owner  of  the  coal  or  the  occupier  of  the  collieries, 
made  an  arrangement  by  which  so  much  of  these  coals  was  put 
on  board  a  ship,  and  the  ship  sailed  off,  and  the  person  who  had 
the  ship  paid  for  the  coals.  I  do  not  understand  that  the  fitter 
was  liable  to  the  person  who  sold  the  coals,  but  the  purchaser 
paid  for  them  to  the  colliery  owner  through  the  fitter :  that  was 
the  ordinary  course  of  business. 

Then  we  come  to  this  covenant.  The  covenant  is  that  the 
Earl  of  Darlington  "  shall  pay  sixpence  for  every  chaldron  of 
coals  of  the  Newcastle  measure  which  shall  be  wrought  and 
gotten  from "  the  premises,  and  which  shall  be  *'  shipped  for 
sale."  What  does  "  shipped  for  sale  "  mean  P  Mr.  Justice  Pry 
put  a  very  limited  meaning  upon  it.  He  thought  it  meant  this, 
namely,  where  the  coal  owner  himself  hired  a  ship  and  put  the 
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ooals  on  board  the  ship,  and  sent  away  the  ship  with  the  coals  l^ord 

to  be  sold  somewhere  else,  they  being  the  ooals  of  the  coal-owner  judgment.  * 

at  the  time,  which  were  shipped  for  the  purpose  and  with  the 

object  that  they  should  be  sold.    Mr.  Justice  Fry  thought  that, 

though  the  coals  were  sold  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  object 

of  their  being  shipped,  and  however  clear  it  might  be  that  they 

were  afterwards  shipped,  yet  if  the  sale  passed  the  property  in  the 

coals  from  the  coal  proprietor  before  they  were  put  on  board  the 

ship,  it  could  not  be  a  ''  shipment  for  sale  "  within  the  meaning 

of  the  contract.    I  have  come  to  a  difierent  conclusion.    I  have 

f  oimd  some  di£Sculty  in  exactly  seeing  how  the  words  should  be 

used  to  express  the  idea  which  I  have ;  but  I  think  that  those 

words  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  has  read,  come  as  accurately 

as  any  words  can  be  brought  to  do  it,  to  express  what  we  mean. 

If  the  coal  proprietor  has  sold  the  coals — that  is  to  say,  has 

entered  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  coals,  which  contract 

for  sale  is  such  as  to  show,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  intention  of 

that  sale  to  be  that  the  goods  shall  be  put  on  board  ship — 

though  it  would  not  literally  be  the  case  that  they  were  shipped 

for  sale,  but  literally  it  would  rather  be  that  they  were  sold 

before  shipment,  yet  I  think  that  that  is  within  the  meaning  of 

the  contract,  and  that  what  the  parties  meant  was  that  upon 

such  sales  as  those  the  sixpence  per  chaldron  should  be  paid. 

That  goes  beyond  what  Mr.  Justice  Fry  allowed. 

My  lords,  there  was  a  contention,  which  was  not  much  urged, 
but  an  attempt  was  made  to  say  that,  inasmuch  as  the  coals 
which  are  now  sent  up  by  railway  were  within  the  mischief  (if 
I  may  use  the  phrase)  that  the  parties  had  in  view,  it  was 
reasonable  and  just  and  cy-pria  to  say,  "  If  you  are  to  pay  six- 
pence for  every  chaldron  which  comes  to  London  by  sea  you 
should  pay  sixpence  for  every  chaldron  which  comes  to  London 
by  railway."  That  might  be  said,  but  whether  it  would  be 
just  or  would  not  be  just  as  a  cy-pris  doctrine,  it  is  to  my  mind 
perfectly  clear  that  you  cannot  construe  the  words  used  in  the 
covenant  of  1824  as  meaning  anything  of  the  sort.  In  asking 
for  that,  those  who  do  so  ask  for  a  great  deal  too  much. 

LoBD  Bbamwell  :   My  lords,  I  concur  in  what  has  been  Ixnd 
proposed  to  your  lordships.    We  axe  invited  to  say  that  there  jndgsMnt.' 
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Lord  was  no  counterpart  of  the  oonyeyanoe  of  1824  executed  by  Lord 

judgment.       Darlington.     Now  I  feel  as  certain  that  a  counterpart  was 
executed  by  him,  as  one  can  feel  of  anything  not  depending* 
upon  one's  own  knowledge  or  the  direct  testimony  of  persons 
who  declare  that  they  haye  seen  and  know  the  thing  of  their 
own  knowledge  and  whom  one  believes.     I  am  satisfied  that  it 
was  executed ;  and  it  strikes  me  as  rather  alarming  that  a  doubt 
should  be   entertained  upon  the  matter,  because    the    same 
difficulty  might  be  made  in  every  case  in  which  a  man  had 
granted  a  lease  and  taken  a  counterpart  signed  by  the  tenant. 
I  am  very  much   inclined   to   think  that,   without    further 
evidence,  there  would  be  enough  to  show  that  there'  was  this 
indenture  in  separate  parts.     I  do  not  rely  very  much  upon  its 
being  stated  to  be  an  "  indenture.''    In  point  of  law,  no  doubt^ 
that  means  that  it  is  in  more  than  one  part,  that  is  the 
technical  signification ;  but  I  should  not  attach  much  value  to 
that  point.     However,  it  is  stated  to  be  an  indenture ;  but  it  is 
an  instrument  which  purports  to  contain  a  covenant  by  Lord 
Darlington.    He  takes  the  estate  which  is  conveyed  to  him  by 
it ;  it  was  his  duty,  under  his  contract,  to  execute  a  counterpart. 
It  was  to  the  interest  of  the  grantor  of  the  estate  that  that 
counterpart  should  be  executed ;  and  I  strongly  incline  to  think 
that  that  alone  would  suffice  to  make  us  believe  in  the  existence 
of  the  counterpjurt :  it  would  be  good  prinid  faae  evidence  of  it, 
and  the  legitimate  conclusion,  if  it  stood  there,  would  be,  not 
that  the  instrument  had  not  been  executed,  but  that  it  had  been 
executed,  and  had  been  lost.     But  when,  in  addition  to  that, 
the  other  evidence  is  considered,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  absolutely 
clear  that  the  counterpart  was  executed. 

Now,  if  I  thought  that  I  was  differing  from  that  most  able 
and,  in  my  opinion,  most  consummate  judge,  the  late  Lord 
Justice  James,  I  should  have  great  doubt  whether  I  was  not  in 
the  wrong ;  but  it  is  a  singular  thing  that  if  his  judgment  is 
examined,  it  will  be  found  that  he  assumes  that  the  counterpart 
was  not  executed.  He  gives  no  reason ;  but  he  seems  to  assume 
it,  and  his  judgment  is  directed  to  the  consideration  whether,  if 
that  was  so,  any  relief  could  be  given  to  the  plaintiffs.  With 
respect  to  the  other  two  learned  Lords  Justices,  I  say,  with 
great  submission  to  them,  that  I  cannot  agree  with  their  reason- 
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xng ;  and,  in  partioular,  that  matter  whioh  was  relied  on,  that  I^^d 
the  part  of  the  instrument  executed  by  the  grantors  was  not  judgment, 
executed  by  Lord  Darlington,  seems  to  me  almost  to  furnish  an 
argument  that  a  counterpart  was  executed  by  him,  because,  if  it 
was  his  duty  to  execute  some  instrument,  and  he  did  not  execute 
that  part,  the  legitimate  conclusion  would  be  that  he  had 
executed  a  counterpart.  I  am  satisfied,  therefore,  that  that 
ooimterpcurt  was  executed. 

The  only  other  matter  on  which  I  think  it  necessary  to  say 
anything,  the  other  ingenious  difficulties  having  been  dealt  with 
by  the  noble  and  learned  lords  who  have  preceded  me,  is  upon 
the  words  "  coals  shipped  for  sale."  Now,  upon  that  subject  I 
concur  in  the  opinion  which  has  been  expressed.  If  I  enter- 
tained anything  like  a  grave  doubt  upon  the  matter,  I  should 
yield  it  to  the  opinion  of  the  three  noble  and  learned  lords  who 
have  also  heard  this  case  and  who  entertain  none,  but  really  the 
only  misgiving  which  I  have  about  it  is  whether  '^  shipped  for 
sale  "  would  include  the  case  of  coals  that  were  sold  to  the  con- 
sumer, and  as  it  were  put  on  board  the  consumer's  ship,  or 
possibly  taken  away  by  the  purchaser  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
sumption. But  I  must  say  that  I  think  the  good  sense  of  the 
thing  is  the  other  way — ^the  good  sense  of  the  thing  is  to  make 
the  royalty  payable  upon  everything  that  is  got  from  the 
colliery  and  taken  and  shipped.  It  may  be  said  that  that  gives 
no  meaning  to  the  words  ^'  for  sale."  Possibly  it  does  not  give 
any  meaning  to  them — ^but  it  continually  happens,  I  believe, 
that  the  argument,  that  you  must  find  some  meaning  for  every 
word,  is  unduly  pressed.  It  may  possibly  have  been  in  the  minds 
of  those  who  drew  this  instrument,  that  if  coals  were  put  on 
board  a  ship  somehow  or  other,  not  in  anticipation  of  a  sale  by 
the  person  to  whom  they  were  delivered  or  for  any  other  object, 
a  royalty  should  not  be  payable  upon  them — but  I  do  not  think 
we  are  driven  to  hold  contrary  to  what,  as  I  said  before,  is  the 
good  sense  of  the  thing.  I  think  it  is  contrary  to  the  good  sense 
of  the  thing,  that  where  goods  have  been  sold  and  put  on  board 
the  ship,  or  the  chartered  ship  of  the  purchaser  for  his  own  oon- 
sumption,  that  is  not  within  the  dause.  It  must  always  be  borne 
in  mind  that  at  the  time  when  this  instrument  was  executed. 
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Lord 

Bramwell: 

jadgpment. 


except  as  regards  the  ooal  sold  looally  and  in  the  neighbourhood, 
there  oould  be  no  contemplation  that  there  would  be  any  exten« 
sive  sale,  or  indeed  any  other  sale  than  that  which  resulted  in  a 
shipment. 

I  concur  therefore  in  the  opinions  which  haye  been  expressed 
to  your  lordships. 


Lord 

Fitzgerald 

judgment. 


Lord  Fitzgerald  :  My  lords,  I  also  concur  in  the  judgment 
which  has  been  pronounced  by  the  noble  and  learned  Lord 
Chancellory  and  in  the  reasons  which  he  has  given  for  that 
judgment.     I  have  only  to  say  a  word  on  two  points  of  the 
case.     The  first  is  upon  the  question  of  evidence.    I  confess 
that  when  I  read  the  judgments,  having  before  me  the  Appen- 
dix, and  read  also  the  documents  in  the  Appendix,  I  was  amazed 
at  the  statements  in  the  judgments.     First,  Mr.  Justice  Fry 
expressed  himself  as  having  come  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
counterpart  had  been  executed  by  the  then  Earl  of  Darlington^ 
but  solely  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  his  duty  to  do  so,  and 
that  enjoyment  under  the  deed  which  was  produced  had  been 
consistent  with  the  execution  of  such  a  covenant  as  that  now  in 
question.     It  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  offer  any  opinion  on 
the  point  whether,  if  it  rested  on  the  supposed  duty  alone,  the 
learned  judge  was  right  in  coming  to  that  conclusion.     But 
when  we  come  to  the  evidence  in  this  case,  there  is  clear  evidence 
of  the  existence  and  execution  of  the  counterpart.     Not  only  is 
there  evidence,  but  it  is  evidence  which  is  proper  to  be  con- 
sidered as  conclusive  by  way  of  estoppel.     In  reference  to 
contracts,  I  have  always  understood  that,  even  as  to  a  deed,  a 
verbal  admission  by  a  party  of  its  existence,  and  of  the  contents 
of  that  deed,  will  be  amply  sufficient  when  once  you  account  for 
the  non-production  of  the  original.     You  have  an  admission  of 
it,  and  you  have  evidence  showing  its  contents.     But  this  case 
does  not  rest  upon  a  verbal  statement.     There  is  an  instrument 
of  1843,  proceeding  upon  the  basis  of  a  solemn  statement  that 
the  earl  had  executed  a  deed  containing  this  covenant,  and  that 
deed  is  not  the  one  which  is  produced,  for  that  is  not  executed 
by  him.    That  is  further  confirmed  by  the  Act  Of  4k-liament ; 
and  I  feel  that  I  can  only  account  for  the  course  which  has. 
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been  puiBU^  in  tliifl  case,  and  for  the  judgmentB,  by  Bupporing  ^^^  . 
that  this  evidence  was  not  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Court,  judgment.  * 
For  instance,  we  find  one  of  the  Lords  Justioes  saying  this : — 
'^  As  regards  the  question  of  fact,  there  does  not  appear  to  me 
any  evidence  at  all  which  would  lead  to  the  inference  that  the 
duke  executed  a  counterpart  of  that  deed  of  1824.  That  a 
oounterpart  was  in  contemplation  hardly  appears  to  be  a 
probability.  There  is  nothing  upon  the  face  of  the  deed  to 
suggest  that  a  coimterpart  was  intended."  And,  agam, 
another  of  the  Lords  Justices  says  this : — '^  With  great  defer- 
ence to  the  learned  judge"  (Mr.  Justice  Fry)  "that  is  a 
matter  in  which  I  cannot  coincide  with  him.  Whether  the 
duke  did  execute  that  deed  or  not  is,  to  my  mind,  a  question 
of  fact"  (as  it  is)  "to  be  tried  like  every  other  question  of 
fact,  namely,  upon  the  evidence,  and  if  there  is  no  evidence 
which  leads  to  the  reasonable  conclusion  that  he  did  so,  we 
ought  to  find  that  that  fact  is  not  proved."  I  can  only 
account  for  these  judgments  by  supposing  that  this  evidence 
was  never  brought  before  the  learned  judges  in  some  shape  or 
other.  It  is  observable  (I  called  attention  to  this  yesterday) 
that  there  is  not  a  single  expression  on  the  face  of  any  one  of 
these  judgments  dealing  either  with  the  instrument  of  1843  or 
with  the  Act  of  Parliament.  Therefore  it  seems  to  me  perfectly 
dear,  that  there  is  ample  and  persuasive  proof  of  the  execution 
by  the  earl  of  the  oounterpart  of  the  deed  containing  the 
covenant. 

My  lords,  there  is  only  one  other  thing  upon  which  I  wish  to 
observe,  and  that  is  as  to  the  construction  of  this  covenant.  I 
confess  that  it  appears  to  me  to  be  a  question  of  some  difficulty. 
No  doubt  upon  the  literal  construction,  if  you  were  to  adhere  to 
the  very  letter  of  the  contract,  the  construction  given  to  it  by 
Mr.  Justice  Fry  is  quite  correct.  But  I  apprehend  that  we  are 
not  to  adhere  to  the  literal  construction  of  the  covenant  if  it  will 
work  injustice,  and  above  all  if  that  literal  construction  will 
enable  the  covenantor  to  evade  a  liability  which  he  is  imder. 
Now,  upon  looking  to  the  covenant  itself,  it  is  open  to  a  fair  and 
liberal  inlj^^retation  which  wiU  work  no  injustice,  but  which 
will  give,  to  each  party  fairly  their  rights.    No  doubt  it  will. 
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K^     M .      ^*^®  ^^  possible  for  the  covenant  in  one  sense  to  be  inoperative^ 
judgment.       because  the  present  colliery  proprietors,  if  they  find  it  for  their 
interest,  in  place  of  shipping  the  coal  to  send  it  all  to  London  by 
rail,  may  evade  the  payment  of  the  sixpence  per  chaldron. 

My  lords,  we  must  interpret  this  covenant  by  the  state  of 
things  at  the  time  when  it  was  entered  into.     That  was  at  a  time 
when  there  were  no  railways ;  and  it  is  in  evidence  that  there 
were  then  three  modes  of  disposing  of  the  coal,  namely,  by 
land  sale,  by  river  sale,  and  by  sea  sale.    Land  sale  is  out  of  the 
question  here,  because  it  is  admitted  that  the  covenant  does  not 
attach  upon  a  mere  land  sale,  that  is  to  say,  a  sale  in  the  interior. 
That  it  might  attach  upon  a  river  sale  is  plain,  because,  accord- 
ing to  the  evidence,  the  river  sale  is  sometimes  conducted  in  this 
way :  the  coal  having  been  sold  is  put  on  board  a  keel,  or  river 
boat,  and  is  loaded  into  a  certain  ship,  so  that  it  is  obvious  thai 
the  coal  taken  by  the  river  boat  may  come  under  the  designa- 
tion of  a  shipment  by  sea.     Therefore  the  covenant  would 
appear  to  us  to  attach  to  certain  river  sales,  that  is,  where  there 
is  a  contract  for  sale  in  connection  with  a  delivery  by  river  on 
board  keels  which  carry  the  coal  to  a  certain  ship.    And  so  it 
would  equally  apply  to  the  case  of  a  sea  sale,  which  I  understand 
to  be  a  sale  of  coal  to  be  shipped  and  sent  by  sea  away  from  the 
place.     Once  shipped  for  sale  we  have  nothing  more  to  do  with 
it — it  is  not  necessary  to  inquire  further ;  for  the  interpretation 
which  the  Lord  ChanceUor  has  given,  and  in  which  I  entirely 
join,  is  this,  that  where  there  is  a  Bale  of  coal  to  be  shipped,  to 
be  sent  by  sea,  where  it  is  brought  into  connection  with  a  con- 
tract for  shipment  and  is  actually  shipped,  it  matters  not  whether 
there  is  to  be  afterwards  a  sale  or  not.     That  would  embraoe  all 
the  cases  in  which  the  owners  of  the  colliery  themselves  shipped 
for  sale  according  to  the  literal  interpretation  of  the  contract, 
and  also  the  other  cases  where  there  was  a  sale  or  a  contract  for 
shipment,  the  coal  being  either  delivered  by  river  in  the  manner 
described,  or  sent  down  to  the  staith  to  be  put  on  board  ship, 
and  when  once  that  takes  place  we  have  no  further  inquiry  to 
make  as  to  what  becomes  of  the  coal. 

My  lords,  upon  these  grounds  I  entirely  concur  uFlhe  judg- 
ment which  has  been  delivered  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
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The  Order  appealed  from  was  reversed;  and  it  was  Order, 
declared  that  the  Order  of  Mr.  Justice  Pry  should 
be  varied  by  omitting  the  words  "  put  on  shipboard 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  colliery  proprietor  for  the 
purpose  of  subsequent  sale  by  him"  and  substi- 
tuting the  words  "sold  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
ooUieiy  proprietor  for  the  purpose  of  shipment,  and 
actually  shipped,  and  coal  shipped  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  colliery  proprietor  for  the  purpose  of  sale 
by  him  or  on  his  account."  And  after  certain 
declarations  as  to  costs,  the  cause  was  remitted  to 
the  Court  below. 
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ABATEMENT, 

is  tlie  wrongful  entry  of  a  staranger,  before  the  entry  of  the  heir,  207. 
reduces  heir's  estate  to  a  right  of  entry,  ih. 

ACCUMULATIONS  OF  INCOME, 

formerly  sabjeot  only  to  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  186, 

Thellusson  Act  restricts  the  period  allowed  for,  187. 

only  one  of  the  periods  allowed  by  the  Act  may  be  adopted,  188. 

the  Act  applies  to  real  and  personal  property,  t6. 

ezcessiye  trusts  for,  only  void  for  the  excess,  ib, 

unless  they  violate  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  when  they  are 

wholly  void,  ib. 
what  becomes  of  the  excess,  189. 
exceptions  from  the  Act's  provisions,  ib. 
the  Act  does  iiot  extend  to  Ireland,  190. 

has  been  extended  to  Scotland,  ib, 
English  freeholds  and  leaseholds  are  within  the  Act,  independently  of 
domidl  of  owner,  ib, 

ACTION,  EIGHT  OF, 

estate  might  be  turned  to,  by  tortious  alienation,  79. 

this  operation  styled  disoontinuanoe,  ib, 
would  not  support  a  contingent  remainder,  110,  128. 
two  stages  in — 

(1)  founded  on  right  of  possession,  373,  374. 

(2)  founded  on  mere  right,  ib» 

ADMINISTBATOBd, 

might  take  advantage  of  a  condition,  as  to  estates  transmissible  to 

them,  71. 
whether  they  may  be  special  occupants,  328,  829. 
estate  pur.  autre  vie  taken  by,  under  Statute  of  Frauds,  330. 

under  Wills  Act,  ib* 

ADMirrANCE. 

legal  estate  in  copyholds  acquired  by,  27. 
right  to,  acquired  by  surrender,  ib. 
relates  back  to  the  surrender,  ib. 

ADVOWSON,  APPENDANT  OB  APPUETBNANT, 
seLsin  in  deed  of  a  manor  is  seisin  of,  209. 
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ADVOWSON  IN  GEOSS, 

is  a  mixed  hereditament,  46. 

reason  for  application  of  common  law  rules  of  limitation  to,  101. 

seisin  in  deed  of,  how  obtained,  209. 

ALIEN, 

crown  formerly  might  haye  acquired  a  base  fee  in  lands  of  alien 
tenant  in  tail,  301. 

ALIENATION, 

history  of,  prior  to  Quia  Emptores,  18. 

effect  of  Quia  Emptorea  on,  19. 

condition  against,  in  a  conyeyance  in  fee  simple  to  a  oozporatioii,  199. 

ALLODIAL  LANDS, 

do  not  exist  in  England,  5. 

ANCIENT  DEMESNE, 
manors  in,  what  are,  29. 

peculiarities  of  copyholds  of,  ib, 
of  freeholds,  31,  32. 

ANN  JOUR  ET  WAST, 
meaning  of,  35. 

existed  by  custom  of  Gloucester,  though  there  was  no  escheat,  t5. 
none  by  custom  of  Kent,  t5. 

ANNU3TT, 

not  charged  on  land,  is  a  personal  hereditament,  46. 

ATTAINDEE, 

three  kinds  of: — 

1.  Quia  Buspenst^  edper  collum,  34. 

did  not  apply  to  gayelkind  lands  in  Kent,  tb, 
abolished  by  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  23,  ih. 

2.  Quia  dhjuravit  regnum,  ih, 

long  since  abolished,  ih, 

3.  Quia  uilegatue  estf  ib, 

not  affected  by  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  23... 35, 
crown's  right  to  a  year  and  a  day,  ib, 
no  escheat  on,  by  custom  of  Gloucester  or  of  Kent,  ib, 

ATTORNEY, 

when  may  be  appointed  by  infant,  367,  and  note. 

BARE  TRUSTEE, 

as  protector  of  the  settlement  under  Fines  and  Recoyeries  Act,  289. 
meaning  of,  293. 

BARGAIN  AND  SALE, 

fee  simple  might  pass  by,  without  words  of  limitation,  196. 
takes  effect  under  Statute  of  Uses  without  transmutation  of  posses- 
sion, 358,  383. 
might  be  effected  by  parol,  prior  to  Statute  of  Inrolments,  383,  384. 
for  yaluablo  consideration,  duly  inrolled,  still  yalid,  384. 
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definifdon  of,  297. 

origm  of,  out  of  fees  tail,  SI,  297. 

merger  of,  83,  304. 

by  wtiat  methods  base  fees  may  arise,  or  might  formerly  have  arisen, 

an  estate  conterminous  Titli,  may  arise  as  a  determinable  fee,  302. 

this  limitation  discussed,  ib, 
enlargement,  now  subatitutod  for  merger,  of,  84. 

by  what  meane  may  be  enlarged,  30T — 309. 

specific  performance  of  covenant  to  enlarge,  310. 
the  descent  of,  is  to  the  heirs  general,  304. 
whether  a  base  fee  can  be  a  fee  simple  absolute,  305. 

BOEOUGH-ENGLISH, 

is  a  customary  mode  of  devolution,  14. 
tenure  connected  with,  is  burgage  tenure,  13, 
custom  of,  not  affected  by  the  Descent  Act,  212. 

BXJROAOE  TENUBE.    Ste  BoBoiraH-EsaLiBH. 


CASES  PAETICULARLY  DISCUSSED, 

Agency  Co.  r.  Short,  or  the  Squatter'*  Gate,  393. 

Aikiai  V.  Moniague,  103. 

Bemrley  T.  Beverley,  119. 

Boddington.  r.  Sohinton,  97. 

Larbiion  r.  Beaumont,  121,  122. 

BotT.  Horde,  371,  n. 

Ooodright  v.  WhiU,  122. 

K^pell  T.  Bailes,  172. 

Bharp't  Cate,  366. 

SMley'i  Call,  143. 

TallarumU  Com,  280. 

CA8TLE-0DAED, 

an  inddent  of  knight-serrice,  9. 

CHAEITABLB  USES, 

gifts  io,  most  in  their  inception  comply  with  the  mle  against  per- 
petuities, 181. 
when  once  established,  are  not  afterwards  subject  to  the  rule,  182, 

CHATTEL  INTEEEST  IN  LAND, 
includes  t^rms  of  years,  56. 

also   certain    interests   which    endure   for   on   tmcertain 

time,  ib. 
nature  of  such  interests,  ib, 
devise  to  A  and  his  executors  for  payment  of  debts  will  create,  t'b. 
if  limited  to  heir,  passes  nevertheless  to  executor,  22S. 
exeoutory  devise  of,  is  good,  159. 
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COMMON  LAW  TBNUEE, 
as  to,  generally,  4 — 17. 
ia  free,  or  franlL,  tenure,  7. 
diyided,  aa  to  lay  tenure,  into  tenure  in  chiTalry  and  tenure  in 

socage,  8. 
as  to  spiritual  tenure  is  frankalmoigne,  11. 

COMMON,  EIGHTS  OF, 

are  extinguished  at  common  law  by  enfranclusement,  321. 

not  in  eqidty,  ib. 
effect  of  statutory  enfranchisement  upon,  322. 

and  of  enfranchisement  by  tenant  for  life,  under  S.  L.  Act,  321. 

COMMONS  IN  GEOSS, 

are  mixed  hereditaments,  46. 

no  escheat  of,  at  common  law,  37,  38. 

now  see  Intestates  Estates  Act,  1884... 38. 

CONDITION, 

who  entitled,  at  common  law,  to  take  advantage  of,  71. 
statutory  innovations  upon  the  common  law  rule,  ib, 
remainder  cannot  be  limited  upon  a  forfeiture  for  breach  of,  t&. 
in  defeasance  of  a  freehold,  whether  within  the  rule  against  perpetui- 
ties, 174. 
assignments  and  devises  thereof  may  be  subject  to  the  rule,  175. 
possibility  of  reverter  upon,  neither  assignable  nor  deviseable  at 
common  law,  66,  67. 
now  assignable  and  deviseable,  67,  201. 
estate  subject  to,  is  not  destroyed  until  entry,  192,  234. 

CONDITIONAL  FEE, 
discussion  of,  236—240. 

estate  given  in  frankmarnage  was,  before  Stat.  De  Donis,  13. 
cut  down  by  Stat.  De  Donis  to  a  fee  tail,  50,  259. 
possibility  of  reverter  upon,  73. 

whether  there  could  be  a  remainder  upon,  74,  Appendix  II. 
can  now  only  subsist  (1)  in  hereditaments  other  than  tenements,  52. 

(2)  in  copyholds  of  manors  whero  there  is  no 
custom  of  entail,  272. 

CONTINGENT  BEMAINDEES, 

criterion  between  vested  and  contingent  estates,  64. 
distinction  between  contingent  remainders  and  executory  interests,  66. 
no  limitation  which  can  take  effect  as  a  remainder  is  construed  as  an 
executory  interest,  112,  113. 
-   cannot  be  subsequent  to  executory  limitation,  113. 
at  common  law,  must  be  supported  by  precedent  freehold,  108,  109. 

which  must  be  created  by  the  same  instrument,  109. 
various  modes  of  destruction  of,  109,  124—128. 
their  liability  to  destruction  is  independent  of  the  mode  by  which 
they  arise,  110. 
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CONTINGENT  EEMAINDEBS— con<iwued. 
troBtees  to  preserve,  130 — 140. 

their  estate  was  a  yested  estate,  133. 

suggested  modification  of  Feame's  definitioii,  with  reference  to 
the  estate  of,  135. 
statutes  modifying  the  common  law  liability  to  destruction—^ 
lO&llWiU.  4,  c.  16...129. 
7&8Vict.  0.  76...»6. 
8&9Vict.  c.  106...127. 
40&4iyict.c.  3d...l30. 
how  far  they  are  still  liable  to  destruction,  ib, 
whether  they  are  within  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  183 — 186. 
equitable,  not  liable  to  destruction,  111. 

but  are  subject  to  rule  against  perpetuities,  130. 
in  copyholds,  not  destroyed  except  by  natural  expiration  of  the  pre- 
cedent estate,  112. 
Feame's  four  classes  of,  115. 

Glass  1.  Where  the  contingent  event  is  the  determination  of  the 
prior  estate  in  one,  or  some  only,  of  several  possible 
ways,  ib, 
can  be  vested  only  on  the  determination  of  the  prior 

estate,  not  during  its  continuance,  116. 
the  definition  would  indude  estate  of  trustees  to  pre- 
serve, 134. 
the  estate  of  trustees  to  preserve,  not  contingent,  133. 
suggested  modification  of  definition  so  as  to  exclude 
the  estate  of  trustees  to  preserve,  135. 
Class  2.  Where  the  contingent  event  is  one  which  may  never 

happen,  116. 
Class  8.  Where  the  contingent  event  must  happen  at  some  time, 
but  not  necessarily  till  after  determination  of  pre- 
cedent estate,  117. 
exception  from  class  3...  118. 

Beverley  v.  Beverley,  119. 
Class  4.  Where  the  contingent  event  is  the  coming  into  being  of 
a  person  not  yet  in  ease,  or  the  ascertainment  of  a 
person  not  yet  ascertained,  120. 
exceptions  from  class  4...  121. 
BurcheU  v.  Durdant,  ib, 
Darbieon  v.  Beaumont,  ib, 
Qoodright  v.  White,  122. 

limitations  within  the  Bule  in  Shelley's  case  are  not 
to  be  trteted  as  exceptions,  128. 
destmotion  of,  at  common  law,  by — 

1.  Forfeiture,  124. 

2.  Surrender  to  next  vested  remainderman,  125. 
8.  Merger,  ib, 

taking  place   simultaneously  with  creation  of   precedent 
estate,  would  not  destroy  contingent  remainders,  126. 
4.  Tortious  alienation  of  precedent  estate,  127. 

C.R.P.  F  P 
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deBtruotioxi  of,  at  common  law,  by — continued* 

5.  Turning  of  precedent  estate  to  a  mere  right,  128. 

6.  Natural  expiration  of  precedent  estate  pending  the  oontin- 
genoy,  ib. 

created  by  limitation  *<  to  A.  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  his  faUier,^' 
who  is  aliye,  271. 

COPAEOBNEES, 
definition  of,  341. 

distinguished  from  joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common,  342. 
are  entitled,  at  common  law,  to  compulsory  partition,  343. 
descent  among,  344. 
a  peerage  falls  into  abeyance  among,  104. 

may  be  reyived  by  the  Crown  in  favour  of  any  of,  iJ. 
an  office  of  honour  held  in  grand  serjeanty  does  not  Ml  into  abeyance 
among,  %b, 
how  to  be  exercised  on  descent  among,  t^. 
a  release  by  one  to  another,  might  pass  a  fee  simple  without  words  of 

limitation,  196. 
a  rent  granted  by  one  to  another  for  equality  of  partition,  might  be 
in  fee  simple  without  words  of  limitation,  ib, 

COPYHOLD  TENUEE  AND  COPYHOLDS, 

origin  of,  and  original  connection  with  villein  tiaitu,  25. 
general  characteristics  of,  26. 
fealty  generally  incident  to,  14. 
not  affected  by  12  Car.  2,  c.  24... 24. 
the  seisin  is  in  the  lord,  30. 
customary  freeholds  are  usually  copyholds,  29. 
entails  of  copyholds,  271,  272. 

contingent  remainders  of,  not  destroyed  except  by  natural  expiration 
of  the  prior  freehold,  112. 
on  enfranchisement,  lose  their  protection,  ib. 
Bule  in  Shelley's  case  applies  to  limitations  of,  154. 
peculiar  customs  of  descent,  why  more  common  in  oopyholdi^  than  in 

freeholds,  203. 
copyholds  are  by  escheat  united  to  the  manor,  214. 
conditional  fees  in  copyholds  of  manors  in  which  there  is  no  custom 

of  entail,  272. 
Dower  Act  does  not  extend  to  copyholds,  320. 
copyholds  may  be  enfranchised,  under  S.  L.  Act,  by  tenant  for  life  of 

the  manor,  321. 
no  general  occupancy  of  copyholds,  328. 
may  be  special  occupancy,  ib. 

OOENAGE, 

an  incident  of  knight-service,  9. 

OOEPORATION, 

successors  of  corporation  sole  might  take  advantage  of  a  condition,  7 1. 
seisin  of  a  corporation  sole  is  in  abeyance  during  interval  caused  by 
death  or  other  yacancy,  91. 
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COBFOBATION--eon^niie(2. 
H^  «  saocesaoTs  "  neoessary  in  limitation  of  fee  simple  to  a  corporation 

waiii  sole,  197. 

^;n.  ezoept  in  gift  in  frankalmoigne,  ib* 

gwere,  whether  the  Cony.  Act,  1881,  has  altered  this  rule,  ib. 
ik\iz  words  of  limitation  not  generally  necessary  in  a  grant  to  a  corporation 

aggregate,  198. 
two  classes  formerly  of  corporations  aggregate,  t5» 
npon  dissolution  of,  estate  in  fee  simple  reverted  to  donor*  199. 
I^^j^i  condition  against  alienation,  in  gift  to,  ih* 

a  corporation  sole  may  be  tenant  in  common  with  himself  as  an 

individual,  337. 
cannot  be  seised  to  a  use,  354* 
a  person  may  be  seised  to  the  use  of,  355. 

a  corporation  sole  may  in  his  natural  capacity  be  seised  to  the  use  of 
himself  and  his  successors  as  a  corporation,  356. 


X-^ 
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OOYENANT, 
|?ck  giving  a  specific  claim  to  specific  property,  is  within  the  rule  against 

perpetuities,  171. 
etia-  iecuB  of  a  personal  covenant,  172. 

distinction,  in  equity,  between  afiBrmative  and  prohibitive,  172, 178,  n., 
174. 
g  for  the  renewal  of  leases,  excepted  from  rule  against  peipetuities,  173. 

COVENANT  TO  STAND  SEISED, 

common  law  rules  of  limitation  do  not  apply  to,  95,  96. 

takes  effect  under  the  Statute  of  Uses  without  transmutation  of 

possession,  358* 
must  be  in  consideration  of  blood  or  marriage,  383. 
further  remarks  upon,  384,  385. 

CBOSS-BEMAINDEBS, 
definition  of,  339,  340. 

connection  of,  with  tenancy  in  common,  338. 
1$  may  be  in  separate  parcels,  or  in  undivided  shares,  339. 

nature  of  the  estate  taken  by  donees  under  the  original  limitation, 
340,  n. 
^  cannot  arise  by  implication,  except  in  a  will,  341. 

what  words  are  sufficient  for  the  limitation  of,  ib. 
insertion  of,  in  executory  settlement,  ib, 

CURTESY, 

the  four  essentials  to  make  a  husband  tenant  by  the,  314. 

usually  allowed  by  custom,  in  copyholds,  27. 

in  gavelkind  lands,  314. 

tenancy  by  the,  was  a  bar  to  po$»euio  fraMsj  214. 

tenant  by  the,  may  be  protector  of  the  settlement,  289. 

difference  as  to  tenure,  between  curtesy  and  dower,  315. 

allowed  out  of  equitable  estates,  i(. 

powers  of  a  tenant  by  the,  under  S.  L.  Act,  317. 

ff2 
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OUSTOMAEY  PfiBEHOLDS,  - '     ' 

usually  found  in  manors  of  andent  demesne,  29. 
Lord  Coke's  opinion,  that  they  are  true  freeholds,  ib. 
general  conclusion  against,  80,  31. 

CUSTOMS, 

peculiar  customs  of  descent,  16.  - 

gavelkind  and  borough-english,  14,  15. 

not  affected  by  the  Descent  Act,  212. 
why  more  commonly  apply  to  copyholds  than  freeholds,  203. 
in  what  places  they  might  exist,  17. 

OUSTOlfS  OF  MANOBS  AND  LOCAL  CUSTOMS, 
Wareham,  16. 
Taunton  Dean,  t &.         , 
Bray,  ib, 
Sedgley,  ib, 

Szeter,  ib,  ^ 

Dymook,  273. 
Kent.    5ee  Gavelkind. 
Gloucester,  17,  and  note. 
Cornwall,  17,  n. 
Durham,  ib, 

DE  DONia,  THE  STATUTE, 

modifies  a  conditional  fee  in  two  respects  only,  259. > 

(1)  in  restraining  alienation,  260,  261. 

(2)  in  confining  descent  to  persons  included  in  the  original  form 

of  the  gift,  ib, 
DEED, 

takes  effect  from  deliyery,  97. 

in  relation  to  rule  against  freehold  infttiuro^  ib, 

DEETVATIVE  ESTATE, 

distinguished  from  an  original  estate,  57. 
gives  rise  to  remainders  and  reversions,  ib, 
ceases  upon  the  cessation  of  the  original,  59. 
estate  created  by  a  power,  is,*60. 
three  modes  of  derivation  of,  ib, 
out  of  an  estate  tail,  62. 

for  life,  63.. 
jM«r  autre  vie,  ib, 
a  term  of  years,  64.  .  ^ 

DESCENT, 

of  lands  in  gavelkind,  14.  ; 

in  borough-english,  15. 
by  other  special  customs,  16. 
special  customs  of,  more  frequent  in  comiection  with  copyholds  than 

with  freeholds,  203. 
of  uses,  follows  that  of  the  lands  to  which  the  uses  relate,  351. 
of  lands,  unaffected  by  questions  of  domicil,  204.  ^'       ' 


• 


OBNERAL  INDKX.'  437 

"DESCENT-— continued. 

at  common  law,  traced  from  person  last  seised  in  deed,  210, 
such  person,  called  the  '*  stock"  or  **  root "  of,  ib» 
doctrine  of  poeseasio  frairis,  213. 
how  traced  from  the  purchaser,  211. 
definition  of  purchaser,  ib, 

special  customs  of,  not  interfered  with  by  the  Descent  Act,  212. 
summary  of  Descent  Act's  provisions,  ih, 
effect  of  escheat  upon,  214. 

on  total  failure  of  heirs  of  purchaser,  now  to  be  traced  from  person 
last  entitled,  219. 
this  rule  restricts  escheat,  ih.  • 
statement  of  the  rules  of  descent  in  fee  simple,  210 — 220. 

fl.  as  to  the  root  of  descent  at  common  law,  210. 
lA.  „  „     at  the  present  day,  211. 

(2.  as  to  heirship  in  the  ascending  line  at  common  law,.  214. 
2a.  „  ,,  at  the  present  day,  215. 

3.  as  to  preference  of  male  issue  to  female,  ib, 

4.  as  to  primogeniture  and  coparcenary,  ib. 

5.  as  to  representation  of  ancestor  by  his  issue,  216. 

i  6.  as  to  the  half-blood  at  common  law,  ib. 
6a..  „         ,,        at  the  present  day,  ib. 

f  7.  as  to  preference  of  male  collateral  stocks  at  common  law,  21 7. 
7a.  „  „  at  the  present  day,  t(. 

8.  as  to  precedence  among  female  stocks,  218. 

9.  effect  of  total  failure  of  heirs  of  purchaser,  at  the  present 

day,  219. 
examples  of,  under  the  rules,  220. 
of  a  conditional  fee,  238. 

at  common  law,  might  be  wider  than  of  fee  tail,  239. 

this  rule  not  applicable  to  gifts  in  frankmaniage,  240. 

effect  of  Statute  De  Bonis  in  confining  descent,  ib. 
of  a  qualified  fee,  243. 
how  entry  waa  tolled  by  a  descent  oast,  373. 
entry  now  cannot  be  tolled,  ib. 

DESTJLTOEY  LIMITATIONS, 

meaning  and  examples  of,  102,  103. 

good  only  on  creation  de  novo  of  incorporeal  hereditaments,  102. 

or  term  of  years,  103. 
whether  must  be  such  as,  if  continuous,  would  create  a  fee,  ib. 

DETEKMTNABLE  FEB, 
defined,  50,  224. 

distinction  between,  and  base  fee  of  like  duration,  51,  52,  302. 
still  valid,  241,  n.,  and  Appendix  IV. 
no  remainder  upon,  73. 
divisible  into  two  classes,  according  as  the  future  event  is  one, 

(1)  which  admits  of  becoming  impossible,  227. 

(2)  which  nmst  for  ever  remain  liable  to  happen,  ib. 
examples  of,  228—233. 
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DETEBHINART.E  LIMTTATIONS, 
remarks  upon,  22S,  22C. 

DEVESTING, 

pmperif  sigrufieg  the  turning  of  an  estnte  to  a  right  of  entiy,  79. 
bow  afFocted  bj  tortious  tooffmeut,  3TI. 

DEVISE.  POWER  TO, 

fee  ainiple  at  ooromon  law  oonforred  none,  199. 

might  exiat  by  locitl  custom,  ib. 

euch  cu^ms  did  not  extend  to  Temainder,  or  rerersion,  upon  a  fee 

taU,  1*6. 
the  Statutes  of  Wills,  199,  200. 
the  Wills  Act,  201. 
na  to  estates  par  autre  vie,  330. 

DISCONTINUANCE.    And  lee  Action,  Rioht  of. 

properlj-  signifios  the  turning  of  an  eatnto  to  a  right  of  action,  79. 
distinction  between,  and  devesting,  ib. 
offoct  of,  373. 

DISENTAILING  DEEDS. 

under  the  Fines  and  BecoTories  Act,  28T. 

DISSEISIN. 

tumfl  the  estate  of  tio  disseiaoe  to  a  right  of  entry,  80. 

actual  disseisin  may  still  toko  place,  81. 

disseisin  by  tortious  feoffment  at  common  lav,  371. 

now  prevented  by  statute,  ib, 
entry  upon,  bow  tilled  at  common  law,  373. 

tolling  of  entry  now  prevented  by  statate,  ib. 

DISTEESS, 

by  lord,  for  sorTioes  in  airoar,  19. 

by  Crown,  on  unlicensed  alienation,  20, 

DIVINE  SERVICE, 

tenure  by,  distinguished  from  frankalmoigne,  12. 

DOMICIL, 

descent  of  lands  unaffected  by  questions  of,  204. 
English  freeholds  subject  to  Thollusson  Act,  independently  of  testa- 
tor's, 190. 

DOWEE. 

several  species  of,  now  extinct,  317. 

at  common  law,  318. 

by  special  customs,  ib. 

no  dower  out  of  joint  tenancy,  it. 

dower  out  of  tenancy  in  common,  ib. 

formerly,  none  out  of  equitable  estates,  ib, 

now  allowed  by  Descent  Act,  ib. 
means  by  which  dower  may  now  be  defeated.  319. 
Dover  Act  does  not  extend  to  copyholds,  320. 
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BOWER-'Cordinued. 
.    tenant  in,  oannot  exercise  powers  of  Settled  Land  Aot,  320. 

wife  entitled  to,  out  of  fee  tail,  determined  by  death  of  husband  with- 
out issue,  318. 
wife  entitled  to,  out  of  base  fee  which  is  defeasible  hj  the  entry  of 
issue  in  tail,  294. 


EASEMENTS, 

properly  said  to  be  extinguished,  not  merged,  78. 

• 

EN  A  UTRE  DROIT, 

merger  of  estates  en  auire  droit,  82. 
Lord  Coke's  distinction  as  to,  ib. 
is  now  not  law,  85. 

ENFBANCHISEMENT  OF  COPYHOLDS, 
effect  of,  upon  contingent  remainders,  112. 

rights  of  common,  321. 
powers  of  tenant  for  life,  under  S.  L.  Act,  ih. 

ENTAIL, 

tenements  alone  are  within  the  stat.  De  Bonis,  43. 

but  custom  to  entail  copyholds  is  good,  271. 
of  copyholds,  in  absence  of  custom,  creates  customary  conditional 

fee,  272. 
equities  of  redemption  are  capable  of,  45,  n. 
estates  pur  autre  vie,  are  not  capable  of,  330. 

ENTIRETIES,  TENANCY  BY, 
definition  of,  344. 

applies  to  all  estates  of  freehold,  ih, 
as  to  the  tenancy  in  chattels  personal  and  equities  of  redemption, 

345. 
whether  applicable  to  chattels  real,  ib. 
quccre,  as  to  effect  of  the  M.  W.  P.  Act  upon,  345,  346. 

ENTEY, 

is  sufficient,  if  made  on  any  part  of  the  lands,  208. 

and  with  any  part  of  the  person,  ib, 
in  law,  is  sufficient,  where  actual  entry  is  prerented  by  yiolenoe,  ib. 
right  of,  when  tolled  by  descent  cast,  373. 
distinction  between  right  of  entry  and  seisin  in  law,  208. 

ENTEY,  EIGHT  OP, 

would  support  a  contingent  remainder,  110. 

if  toUed,  or  turned  to  right  of  action,  would  not  support  contingent 

remainder,  ib. 
on  condition,  to  whom  acomes,  71, 192. 
estate  subject  to  condition,  not  destroyed  till  entry  made,  ih. 
may  now  be  deyised,  201  • 
distinguished  from  a  seisin  in  law,  208. 
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BQUITABLB  ESTATES, 

contingent  Temamders  limited  out  of,  not  liable  to  destraction,  111. 
Bule  in  Shelley's  case  applies  to,  153. 

EQUITY  OF  EEDEMPTION, 

on  faUare  of  heirs  of  mortgagor,  formerly  did  not  escheat,  38. 

but  was  extinguished  for  benefit  of  mortgagee,  ih, 

provisions  of  Intestates  Estates  Act,  1884,  as  to,  39,  40. 
is  a  mixed  hereditament,  45,  n. 
can  be  intailed,  45,  n. 

contingent  remainders  limited  out  of,  not  liable  to  destruction,  ill. 
as  to  husband's  right  in,  when  held  by  entireties,  345. 

ESCHEAT, 

peculiar  to  lands  in  fee  simple,  33. 
arises  upon  failure  of  heirs  of  the  tenant,  ih, 
distinguished  from  forfeiture,  36,  37. 
division  of,  into — 

1.  By  attainder,  33. 

(i.)  Quia  mspenatu  est  per  collum,  34. 
(ii.)  Quia  dbjuravit  regnum,  ib» 
(iii.)  Quia  vUegatvs  est,  ih. 
subject  to  Crown's  right  for  a  year  and  a  day,  35. 

unless  restricted  by  local  custom,  ib.  — 

2.  Without  attainder,  ib,  J 

birth  of  subsequent  heir  will  defeat  lord's  right  to,  ib. 
may  be  defeated  by  devise,  ib. 
none  on  dissolution  of  a  corporation,  35,  199. 
of  trust  or  mortgage  estates  on  death  without  heirs  of  sole  trustee  or 

mortgagee,  now  abolished,  36. 
none,  at  common  law,  of  hereditaments  not  strictly  the  subjects  of 
tenure,  37. 
nor  of  equitable  estates,  38. 

nor  of  equity  of  redemption  on  failure  of  heirs  of  mortgagor,  ib. 
provisions  of  Intestates  Estates  Act,  1884,  with  respect  to,  38—40. 
of  lands  parcel  of  a  manor,  214. 

ESCUAGE, 

a  service  incident  to  tenure  by  knight-service,  9. 

ESTATE  DE  NOVO, 

cannot  be  created  except  by  statute,  59. 
examples  of,  61. 

ESTATE  FOE  LIFE, 

what  estates  can  be  derived  out  of,  63. 

estates  created  by  conveyance  under  S.  L.  Act  are  not  derived  out  of, 
ib. 

is  a  **  mere  freehold,"  89. 

properly  includes  an  estate  pur  autre  vtc,  311, 

list  of  possible  estates  for  life  or  Kves,  ib. 

right  to  estovers  incident  to,  ib. 
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ESTATE  FOB  LIPE— awftnwed. 

distinction  between,  under  settlement,  and  under  lease  at  rent,  312. 
methods  by  wbioh  it  may  arise,  313. 
how  arises  by  implication  of  law,  ib, 

the  implication  may  be  rebutted  by  eyidence  of  contrary  inten- 
tion, lb, 
of  husband,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  his  wife's  lands,  314 — 317. 
of  wife,  as  tenant  in  dower,  317 — 320. 
statutory  powers  of  tenant  for  life  under  S.  L.  Acts,  320. 

ESTOYEES, 

in  gross,  are  within  general  definition  of  tenements,  43. 
right  of  tenant  for  life  to,  at  common  law,  311. 

pur  autre  vie,  325. 

EXCHANGE, 

whether  may  be  made  to  take  effect  infuturo,  96. 

between  a  tenant  for  life  and  a  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility  good, 

264. 
of  settled  land,  by  a  tenant  for  life,  322. 
of  land  in  the  same  county,  needs  no  additional  livery,  364. 
before  Statute  of  Frauds  might  haye  been  by  parol,  %b, 
a  deed  is  now  necessary  for,  ib, 

EXEOUTOES, 

might  take  advantage  of  a  condition  as  to  estates  transmissible  to 

them,  71. 
whether  they  might  be  special  occupants,  328,  329. 
took  estate  pur  autre  vie,  under  Statute  of  Frauds,  330. 

now,  by  Wills  Act,  xb. 
take  a  term  of  years,  though  it  be  limited  to  the  heir,  225. 

EXEOUTOEY  DEVISES, 

are  executory  limitations  in  a  will,  66. 

diBtinguished  from  shifting  uses,  ib. 

seisin,  during  unappropriated  interval,  is  in  heir-at-law,  158,  160. 

origin  and  history  of,  156. 

of  the  legal  estate  in  chattel  interests,  159. 

subject  to  rule  against  perpetuities,  171. 

EXECUTOEY  LIMITATIONS.    And  see  Pebpbtuities. 
history  and  origin  of,  156. 
distinction  between,  and  remainders,  66,  71. 
no  limitation,  which  might  be  good  as  remainder,  is  construed  as,  112, 

113. 
legal  remainder  cannot  be  subsequent  to,  113. 
Eiile  in  Shelley's  Case  does  not  apply  to,  154. 
are  free  from  the  common  law  rules  as  to — 

(1)  the  impossibility  of  limiting  a  fee  upon  a  fee,  156,  161. 

(2)  the  non-abeyance  of  the  freehold,  158,  162. 

latter  rule  sometimes  applied  by  analogy,  160. 
of  the  legal  estate  in  chattel  interests,  not  possible  by  deed,  159. 
only  by  devise,  ib. 
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EXEOUTOJEtY  LIMITATIONS— <»n<tnMed. 
defitiition  of,  161. 
in  defeasance  of  a  fee  tail,  could  be  barred  by  a  reooveiy,  165. 

8€cu8f  of  a  fee  simple  or  estate  pur  autre  vie,  ih, 
effect  of  Cony.  Act,  1882,  upon  certain,  166. 
must,  if  they  yest  at  all,  yest  within  a  certain  period,  168,  171. 

except  executory  limitations  subsequent  to  an  estate  tail,  168. 
bad  as  to  some  of  a  class,  are  bad  as  to  the  whole,  178. 
subsequent  to  sueh  as  are  bad  for  remoteness,  are  also  bad,  178,  179. 
yoid,  leaye  a  prior  limitation  unaffected,  179. 
arising  under  exercise  of  powers,  179—181. 

in  gifts  to  charities,  subject  in  their  inception  to  rule  against  perpe- 
tuities, 181* 
but  when  established,  are  free  from  the  rule,  182. 
how  they  differ  from  reyerter  upon  condition,  192,  193. 
are  descendible  and  deyiseable,  164. 
•     now  made  assignable  by  statute,  165. 

restrictions  on  enjoyment  of  a  fee  simple,  subject  to  be  defeated  by, 
196. 

EXTINGinSHMENT, 

applies  to  things  collateral  to  land  or  legal  estate,  78. 
distinction  between,  and  suspension,  ih. 


FEALTY, 

incident  alike  to  tenure  in  chiyalry  and  in  socage,  13. 

by  custom  to  copyhold  and  customary  tenure,  ih, 
to  a  reyersion,  i'6. 
not  incident  to  a  common  law  tenancy  at  will,  ih, 
nor  to  tenure  by  frankalmoigne,  11. 

FEE, 

in  English  law  means  an  estate  of  inheritance,  191. 

all  fees  must  be  such  that  they  may  by  possibility  endure  for  eyer, 

224. 
two  common  law  fees  cannot  exist  in  same  land,  73. 

FEE  SIMPLE, 

the  greatest  estate  known  to  the  law,  191. 
characteristics  of,  ib, 
escheat  is  peculiar  to,  33. 
'     has  giyen  rise  to  determinable  fees,  conditional  fees,  and  qualified 

fees,  50. 
no  reyersion  or  remainder  upon,  73. 

executory  limitation  in  defeasance  of,  not  barred  by  reooyery,  165. 
is  presumed  by  the  law  to  last  for  eyer,  193. 
word  *' heirs"  formerly  necessary  in  limitation  of,  to  a  natural 

person,  194. 
qucere,  whether  the  copula  "  and  "  was  necessary,  ib, 
limitation  to  a  bastard  and  his  heirs  giyes,  195. 
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FEE  GThliP'L'S— continued. 

limitation  to  an  alien  or  a  felon  and  lus  heirs  giyes,  195. 
when  may  arise  withont  express  limitation,  195,  196. 
may  now  be  limited  without  the  word  **  heirs/'  196. 
restrictions  in  eqnity  on  enjoyment  of,  when  liable  to  be  defeated  by 
executory  limitation,  ih, 
effect  of  Ckmy.  Act,  1882,  on  such  limitations,  th, 
at  common  law  conferred  no  power  to  devise,  199. 
might  be  devised  by  custom,  t5. 
now  confers  absolute  power  to  devise,  24,  201. 
customs  affecting  descent  of,  why  more  common  in  copyholds  than 
freeholds,  203. 

FEE  TAIL, 

originated  from  conditional  fees,  as  modified  by  Stat.  De  DonUf  50, 

259. 
what  may  be  the  subjects  of,  51. 
does  not  exclude  remaiuder  or  reversion,  i&. 
and  therefore  is  a  particular  estate,  270. 
gives  rise  to  base  fee,  51,  297. 
no  merger  of,  83. 

merger  of,  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  xh, 
executory  limitation  in  defeasance  of,  might  be  barred,  165. 

subsequent  to,  not  subject  to  rule  against  per- 
petuities, 168. 
custom  to  devise  did  not  extend  to  remainders  or  reversions  upon,  199. 
doctrine  of  po88e$9io  frairu  did  not  apply  to,  216. 
limitation  of,  to  heirs  female,  valid  though  unknown  in  practice,  259, 

and  note, 
classification  of,  into  two  divisions  accordingly  as  the  limitation : 

(1)  is  restricted  to  one  sex,  262. 

(2)  is  to  the  issue  of  one  or  more  than  one  body,  263. 
meaning  of  terms  "  tail  general "  and  **  tail  special,"  262. 

«  general  tail "  and  special  tail,"  ih. 
word  ''heirs"  formerly  necessary  to  limitation  of,  264. 
words  of  procreation  also  necessary,  ih, 

might  be  implied,  even  in  a  deed,  265. 
limitation  **  in  frankmarriage  "  gives  an  estate  in  special  tail,  ih, 
forms  of  limitation  of,  according  to  their  classification,  266,  267. 
general  propositions  relating  to  limitation  of,  267 — ^269. 
words  " in  tail"  now  by  statute  sufficient  for  limitation  of,  269. 
limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  an  ancestor,  270. 
in  copyholds,  good  by  special  custom,  271. 

in  default  of  spedal  custom  the  limitation  creates  a  conditional 
fee,  272. 
alienation  of — 

history  of,  274. 

by  fine,  278,  279. 

effect  of  a  fine,  285. 

by  common  recovery,  283,  284. 
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FEE  TAIL— <»n/tnuecr. 

alienation  of — continued, 

effect  of  reooyery,  285. 

modem  disentailing  assurances,  287« 

protector  of  settlement,  2S8 — 293. 
statutory  powers  exerciseable  by,  295. 
wife  is  dowable  out  of,  318« 

FEIGNED  BEOOVEEIES,  ACT  TO  EMBAE, 
remarlu  upon,  296,  n. 

FEOFFMENT, 

consists  solely  in  the  liyery  of  the  seisin,  363. 

only  oonyeyance  in  pais  of  corporeal  hereditaments  at  common  low,  47« 

still  valid,  but  Httle  used,  363. 

tortious,  by  tenant  in  tail  operated  as  a  discontinuance,  373« 

l^  other  person  devested  lawful  estates,  371,  373. 
tortious  feoffments  now  abolished,  371. 

the  true  nature  of,  is  the  origin  of  the  rule  as  to  freeholds  in  Jiduro, 
94. 
but  the  rule  not  confined  to  feoffments,  95. 
operates  under  Statute  of  Usee  with  transmutation  of  possession,  357. 
by  an  infant,  at  common  law,  is  only  voidable,  368. 

by  the  custom  of  Kent,  is  good,  ib. 
deed  was  necessary  at  common  law  only  for  a  feoffment  to  a  corpora- 
tion aggregate,  369. 
was  often  accompanied  by  a  deed  dedaiing  the  limitations,  i&. 
effect  of  the  deed,  or  charter  of  feoffment,  ih, 
by  Statute  of  Frauds  must  be  *'  put  in  writing,"  370. 
must  now  be  in  writing  and  with  deed,  ib, 

the  deed  not  necessarily,  but  in  practice  ought  to  be,  signed,  ib. 

FINES, 

definition  and  meaning  of,  276. 
four  kinds  of,  277. 
effect  of,  at  common  law,  ib. 
first  Statute  of,  1 6. 
second  Statute  of,  279. 

could  be  levied  without  concurrence  of  tenant  of  immediate  freehold, 
285. 
by  any  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  contingent,  or  by  way  of 
executory  limitation,  ib. 
but  barred  only  the  issue  in  tail,  ib» 
.  fee  simple  not  generally  obtained  by,  but  only  a  base  fee,  ib, 
abolished  since  31st  December,  1833,  ib, 
base  fee,  when  created  by  fine  levied  by  tenant  in  tail,  298. 
operate  under  Statute  of  Uses,  with  transmutation  of  possession, 

357. 
one  of  the  parties  must  have  had  an  estate  of  freehold  in  the  lands, 
359. 


GENERAL  INDEX.  443 

would  only  bar  estates  which  were  saffioiently  devestod,  360. 
effect  of,  in  bairing  dormant  titles,  ib. 
■  uses  declared  apon,  by  the  perBone  lerying,  861. 
where  no  use  was  declared,  the  use  resulted  to  the  person  entitled  to 

deoUie,  ib. 
as  used  by  married  women  before  the  Fines  and  Beooveriea  Act,  ib. 
sepuate  examination  of  married  women,  origin  of,  362. 

FOEFEITTJEB, 

of  prior  freehold  mig^t  formerly  destroy  ooatingeut  remiunder,  124,  V! 

bat  only  aft«r  entry  made  for  the  forfeiture,  12fi. 

now  prevented  by  statute,  127. 
for  breach  of  oouditioii,  no  remainder  upon,  71. 
whetiher  now  possible  at  all  by  operation  of  law,  139. 

FOBFETTUBB  FOE  HIGH  TREASON, 
distinctdon  between,  and  escheat,  36. 
of  common  law  fees,  was  by  the  common  law,  ib. 
of  oondilaonal  fees,  37,  238. 
extended  to  gavelkind  lands,  37.  . 
none  of  fees  tail,  afl«r  De  Donit,  ib. 

restored  by  26  Hen.  S,  c.  13,  ib. 

gave  a  base  fee  to  the  Crown,  37,  300. 
abolished  by  33  &  34  Vict,  c  23..  ,37. 

POEMEDON,  WEETS  OF, 

olasaification  of,  79,  n. 

en  reverttr,  at  common  law,  74,  and  note. 

en  detcender,  whether  at  common  law,  74,  n.  "! 

en  rcntainthr,  none  at  common  law,  in  raepeot  of  a  conditional  fee, 
74,  Appendix  II. 
whether  in  any  other  case,  74,  n, 
FEANE  OE  FBGE  TENURE.    8m  Coifuon  Law  IssimE. 
FEANKALMOIGNE,       , 

a  division  of  oonunon  law  tenurs,  11, 

inoidenta  of : 

1,  Tenant  must  be  an  eoolesiastioal  oorpoiation,  ib. 

2,  Special  terms  of  grant,  ib. 

tenure  of,  cannot  be  created  by  a  subject  since  Quia  Em^lora,  ib, 

oontiiiaing  estate  taken  by,  wiUiout  words  of  si 

fealty  not  due  to  the  lord  in  respect  of,  ib. 

could  only  subsist  between  donor  and  donee,  ib. 

converted  into  socage,  how,  ib. 

differed  fiom  Divine  Service,  how,  12. 

secular  serrioe  repugnant  to,  and  void,  11,  12. 

not  abolished  by  12  Car.  2,  o.  24.. .24. 

FEANKMAEEIAGE, 
nature  of,  12. 

conditions  necessary  to  its  validity,  12,  26A. 


f 
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FBANKMAERIAOE— wnf»»ifrf. 

land  might  be  given  in,  Biter  marriage,  12. 

before  Stat.  Dt  Doni*  the  oetato  was  a  condition&I  fee,  13. 

lands  given  in,  to  a  daughter,  must  be  brought  into  hot»;hpot,  343. 

FREEBENCH. 

dowor  out  of  lands  of  customary  tenure  ia,  318. 
distinguished  from  dower  by  special  custom,  ib, 

FBEEEOLD  TENUEE,  ESTATE  HELD  BY, 

quantum  of,  the  same  now  as  in  Littleton's  time,  7,  8. 
rehition  of,  to  free  elatus,  7. 
criterion  between  freeholds  and  copyholds,  30,  31. 
meaning  of  "  immediate  freehold,"  89. 

"mere  freehold,"  ih. 
during  a  term  of  years  is  not  erp(c(ant  upon,  but  tuifat   to,  fbo 

term,  ib, 
is  vested  in  poBeesaion,  notwithstanding  existence  of    a  term   of 

immediate  freehold  cannot  be  placed  in  abeyance  hy  act  of  parties,  90. 
may   he   placed    in   abeyance    by   operation   of 
law,  91. 
afreeliold  infuturo  void  ah  initio,  94. 
three  kinds  of  freeholds  in  fvluTo,  ib. 


GAVELKIND,  , 

sereral  meanings  of  tlie  word,  14. 

the  tenure  is  socage,  ib. 

descent  of  lands  in,  not  affected  by  enfranchisement,  ib. 

nor,  according   to   the   bettor  opinion,   by  a  common  law  fine 
levied  of  lands  in  aucisnt  demesne,  ib. 
presumption  that  all  lands  in  Kent  are,  IG.  ' 

effect  of  disgavclling  Acte,  ib, 
character  of  descent  of  lands  hy,  i6. 

no  escheat  of  lands  in,  on  attainder  of  felony,  34,  and  note. 
forfeiture,  for  high  treason,  37. 
custem  of,  not  affected  by  the  Descent  Act,  212. 
curtesy  of  lands  in,  is  of  a  moiety  only,  and  ceases  on  re-marriage, 
314. 
attaches  without  hirth  of  issue,  ih, 
dower  out  of,  is  of  a  moiety,  and  ceases  on  re-marriage,  318. 

must  be  distinguished  from  freebench,  ib. 
coparcenary  in  lands  in,  in  Kent,  331,  342. 

not  elsewhere,  except  by  special  custom,  342, 
cuafomary  fooffmont  of,  by  infant,  368. 

stmbh,  must  be  for  valuable  consideration,  ih, 
livery  must  be  made  i/roprid  nutnu,  ib. 


A 
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GEANT, 

at  common  law,  incorporeal  hereditaments  lie  in,  48. 

now,  by  statute,  all  hereditaments  He  in,  348. 

the  word  not  necessary,  at  common  law,  to  pass  things  lying  in 

grant,  349. 
common  law  roles  of  limitation  apply  to,  95. 
relation  between  the  premisses  and  habendum  in,  379. 


HABENDUM, 

may  enlarge  an  estate  contained  in  the  premisses,  and  capable  of 

taking  ^ect,  377. 
may  not  abridge  or  make  void  any  estate  expressly  limited  in  the 

premisses  and  capable  of  taking  effect,  ib, 
may  abridge  the  implication  of  an  estate  in  the  premisses,  378. 
takes  effect  in  preference  to  an  estate  in  the  premisses  which  is  Toid, 

378,  379. 
may  modify  the  premisses  when  both  estates  are  compatible,  379,  380. 

HEIR, 

in  copyholds,  customary  heir  generally  identical  with  heir-at-law,  27. 
might  take  adyantage  of  a  condition,  as  to  estates  descendible  to 

him,  71. 
in  limitations  within  Bule  in  Shelley's  case,  141. 
distinction  between  heirs  general  and  special,  accordingly  as  they  take 

by  purchase  or  by  descent,  146,  147. 
at  common  law,  necessary  to  limitation  of  a  fee  simple  to  a  person, 
194. 
and  of  a  fee  tail,  264. 

statutory  substitute  for,  in  limitation  of  fee  simple,  196. 

tail,  269. 
the  same  person  may  haye  several  different  heirs,  203. 
could  not  at  common  law  take,  by  purchase  from  his  ancestor^  the 
same  estate  which  he  would  take  by  descent,  211. 
can  now,  by  statute,  212. 
limitation  to  heirs  male  creates  fee  simple  in  a  deed,  237. 

may  create  fee  tail  in  a  will,  ib. 
as  special  occupant,  328. 

HEREDITAMENT,  MIXED, 

includes  eyery  estate  of  inheritance  which  sayours  of  the  realty,  45* 
equitable  estates  of  inheritance,  ib, 
equities  of  redemption,  45,  and  note, 
territorial  baronies  and  peerages  titular  of  a  place,  ib, 
seignories  in  gross,  45. 

estates  of  inheritance  in  offices  relating  to  land,  45,  and  note, 
adyowsons  in  gross  held  for  a  fee,  46. 
rents-charge,  ib. 
commons  in  gross,  ib. 
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ilTAilENT,  inXED-conlmued. 
mdudee  profile  d  pntidre,  46. 

iiapropriato  titlios,  by  statute,  ib. 
New  Eiver  eharce,  &c.,  ib, 

ITAMENT,  PEBSONAL, 
meamng  and  ezcampk's  of,  4C,  -17. 
a  TilleiiL  in  gross  was,  47,  a. 

lITAirENT.  EEAL, 
meaning  of,  44.  . 

HEEEDITAMENT3, 
definition  of,  43. 

diridedinta  (1)  real,  mixed,  and  petaonal,  44. 
(2)  corporeal  and  incorporeal,  ib. 

wiatih  lavour  of  the  realty,  are  intoilable,  51. 

diatinotiim  between  deaoent  of,  and  special  occupancy,  32T,  and  note. 
HEBEDITAMENTS,  CORPOREAL, 

irbat  are  compriiied  in,  47. 

si  oommon  law,  lie  in  livarj,  and  not  in  grant,  ib. 

now  lie  in  grant  as  well  as  in  liveiy,  348. 
HEREDITAilBNTS,  INCORPOREAL, 

definilioD  of,  47,  46. 

at  common  law,  lie  in  grant,  46. 

common  law  tuIds  of  limitatioa  apply  to,  when  in  ate,  100,  101, 
do  not  apply  upon  creation,  de  novo,  of,  102. 

aeian  in  deed  of,  how  obtained,  209. 

special  occupancy  may  exist  of,  329. 
but  not  general  occupancy,  ib. 
EOMAOE, 

an  incident  of  tenure,  not  a  tenure,  13. 

generally,  of  tenure  in  chivalry,  ib, 

abolished  by  12  Car.  2,  c.  24. ..14. 

HOMAGE  ANCESTRAL, 

a  BpeoieB  of  tenure,  generally  in  chivalry,  13. 

sometime  in  socage,  10. 

caoaoB  of  its  early  disappeai-ance,  13. 

HONOUa, 

meaning  and  nature  of,  4,  n. 
'  the  Honour  of  Arundel,  fi,  n. 

INGIJMBItANCBS, 

effectof  merger  of  a  base  foe  upon  incuuibrancoB  of  the  reversion,  304, 
.    incumbranceB  of  tenant  in  tail,  not  prejudiced  by  recoyory,  286. 

INFANT, 

feofiment  by,  only  voidable  at  common  law,  368. 
under  the  custom  of  Kent,  ib. 
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INTBSTATE3  ESTATES  ACT,  18S4, 
pcoTisionB  of  seote.  4  and  7  of,  3S — 40. 

nmiusioN, 

is  the  wrongful  entry  of  a  stiaDger,  before  the  entry  of  a  remunder- 

man,  207. 
redacee  remBioderman'a  estate  to  a  right  of  entry,  ib. 
ISSUE, 

in  a  doviee,  may  be  equivalent  to  "  heirs"  for  purpose  of  Rule  in 

Shelley's  Case,  1S2. 
in  sect  6  of  the  Deeoent  Aot,  means  "inheritable  issae"  aocoidiug 

to  EngUsh  law,  204, 

JOINT  TENANOT, 

definition  and  limitation  of,  333. 
may  exist  of  chattel  interests,  ib. 
cannot  be  limited  of  estates  in  general  tail,  <b. 

may  of  estates  in  spedal  tail,  334. 
distingDishing  charaoteriBtio  of,  is  right  by  BurriTOTship,  i(. 
tJie  benefit  of  sarviTOrship  not  necessarily  tlie  same  to  each  joint 
tenant,  ib. 
is  defeated  by  seveiahoe,  il, 
effect  of  pariaal  idienation  on,  330,  n. 
eererauoe  of,  onatM  a  tenancy  in  common,  S37. 
how  serered  by  the  merger  of  a  prior  estate,  78. 
divoroe  of  two  donees  in  special  teil  creates  joint  tenancy  for  life,  263, 
no  dower  out  of  fee  held  in,  316. 
'    partition  of,  336. 
JOINT  TENANT, 

effect  of  Btinender  of  a  prior  life  estate  to,  7S. 

gnnt  of  prior  life  estate  to,  ib, 
release  by  one  in  fee  simple  to  another  leqniied  no  words  of  limitation, 

106. 
most  all  take  simnltaneonaly,  at  common  law,  334. 

itoat,  under  Statute  of  Uses,  ib. 
"  nnity  of  interest,  title,  time,  and  possession,"  330. 
seised  per  my  et  per  tout,  ib. 

ahare  of  each,  is  distinct  for  purposes  of  alienation  and  forfeitore,  335. 
by  BSTeranoe  become  tenaate  in  common,  337. 
effect  of  severance,  where  Uiey  are  joint  tenants  for  their  lives,  336. 
partition  between,  336. 

SENT,  OUSTOU  OF.    Bee  Qatxlkihii. 
EINO, 

is  lord  paramoant  of  the  whole  kingdom,  4,  0. 
ENIOHT-SEB7I0E, 

a  speciea  of  tenure  in  chivalry,  9. 

abolition  of,  23. 
C.R.F.  a  a 
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LAND, 

meaning  of,  41. 

ambigaona  meaning  of  "hereditament"  in  relatien  to,  44. 
LEASE, 

from  what  day  a  k>ftse  commences,  97. 
LEASE  AND.  RELEASE, 

is  a  release  openiting  at  common  Inw  to  enlarge  the  lease,  375. 
oommoa  la-w  nilos  of  limitation  apply  to,  95. 

the  leafle  alone  derived  its  operation  from  the  Statute  of  TJBes,  347. 
same  object  could  bo  eiiccted,  by  a.  common  law  lease,  with  sctnal 

poeeeeaion,  :i4T,  318. 
statutory  eubstituto  for,  under  4  &  fi  Vict.  c.  21.. .348, 
Bupereeded  by  B  &  9  Vict.  e.  106,  i6. 

by  whom  invented,  378,  n.  •     ■ 

LIMITATION, 

detenninablQ,  romarkaon,  223. 

eometimes  styled  collateral,  ih, 
styled  by  Littleton,  conditions  in  law,  226. 
sometimes  styled,  coniUtional  limitation,  227. 
Preston's  definition  of  a  diroct,  22a. 

of  a  collateral,  228. 
"to  A.  and  the  heirs  ot  the  body  of  his  father,"  270, 
LIMITATION  AT  COMMON  LAW,  nULES  OF, 

Bnle  1.  Afi  to  freehold  in  futiiro,  limited  out  of  estate  in  possession, 
in  corporoal  hereditaments,  93. 
origin  o£  the  rule  founded  on  the  theory  of  a  feoffment,  94. 
nppUes  to  all  assurances  of  freeholds  at  common  law,  93. 
does  not  apply  to  a  covenant  to  stand  seised  to  uses,  ib. 
whether  it  applies  to  common  law  oxchangoa,  96. 
remarks  on  Soddiiii/ton  v.  Mobineoit,  97.  ' 

Bule  2.  Ad  to  freehold  id  /utvro  hmited  out  of  remainder  or  rerer- 

sion,  100. 
Bul«  3.  As  to  freehold  in  fatiiro  limited  out  of  incoiporoal  heredita- 
ments m  esse,  101. 
does  not  apply  upon  tho  creation  de  jifivo  of  incorporeal 
hereditaments,  102. 
Bule  4.  As  to  discontinuous  or  desultory  limitations,  ib, 
application  of,  to  a  determinable  fee,  ib. 
does  not  apply  upon  tho  creation  dt  novo  of  incorporeal 

hereditaments,  ib. 
remarks  upon,  Alkiits  v.  Moinitaguf,  103, 
Bule  6,  As  to  remeto  limitations  ot  inheritance,  104. 

apphcution  of,  to  a  will,  gives  rifio  to  tho  cy  pret  doctrine,  lOfl. 
Bute  6.  As  to  limitations  upon  remoto  contingencies,  ib. 

founded  on  tho  rulo  against  double  poB.tibiiities,  306. 

is  the  common  law  substituto  for  the  rule  against  per- 

potuitios,  it. 
must  be  restricted  to  tho  established  examples,  not  ez- 
tondod  to  new  ones,  lOG,  107. 
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LIVERY, 

at  oomnKm  lair,  ooxporeal  hereditaments  lie  in,  47. 

feoffment  consists  solely  in  liyery  of  the  seisin,  363. 

in  what  cases  not  necessary,  at  common  law,  to  oonyey  freehold  in 

possession,  363,  364. 
in  deed,  must  be  in  the  absence  of  hostile  claimants,  865. 
in  law,  general  requisites  of,  367* 

of  one  parcel  giyes  seisin  of  all  parcels  in  same  county,  ib, 
secundum /ormam  carke,  369. 

LONG  TEEMS, 

enlargement  o^  61,  305. 

MANOBS  OF  ANOIENT  DEMESNE, 
what  are,  29. 

customary  freeholds,  are  usually  copyholds  of,  29 — 31. 
freehold  tenants  of,  31,  32. 

MARKETS, 

at  common  law,  do  not  escheat,  37. 

MAEEIED  WbMAN, 

might  levy  fine  or  suffer  recoyery,  with  husband,  361. 
separate  examination  of,  362. 
other  customary  assurances  by,  ib» 
quoere,  whether  M.  W.  P.  Act  has  idtered  status  of,  346. 

MAXTMS  OF  LAW, 

AngluBJwra  in  omni  auu  liberUUi  dani/avorem,  8. 

cujtu  eat  dare,  efu$  est  disponere,  57. 

no  one  may  take  adyantage  of  a  condition  except  the  maker  of  it  or 

his  priyies,  71. 
the  immediate  freehold  may  not  by  act  of  parties  be  placed  in  abey- 
ance, 90. 
mergers  are  odious  in  equity,  64. 
the  law  will  not  contemplate  a  double  possibility,  106. 
nemo  est  heree  viventU,  120,  121,  302,  303. 
seisinafacU  stipitemy  210. 

eesMnte  statu  primitivOf  cessat  derivaUvtn,  59,  60,  286,  n. 
quod  meum  est,  ampliui  eae  msum  nonpckstf  87 1|  n. 

MEBQEB  OF  ESTATES, 
generally,  76 — 87. 
definition  of,  76. 
estates  en  autre  droit,  82. 
estates  tail  and  base  fees,  88. 
modem  law  of,  64. 

of  precedent  estate,  generally  destroys  contingent  remainder,  at 
common  law,  125. 
but  not  if  it  takes  place  simultaneoiisly  with  creation  of  pre- 
cedent estate,  126.  ^ 
in  such  cases,  merged  estates  open  to  let  in  contingent  lemaindersy                                  i 
127.                                                                                                                      ■ 
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MEBGEE  OP  "ESTATES— continued. 

destruction  of  contingeiit  remainders  by,  abolished',  127. 
enlargement  now  subetitated  for,  in  the  case  of  a  base  fee,  304. 

MODIFIED  FEE, 

meaning  attached  to  the  phrase,  52. 

confers  absolute  right  of  user  on  the  tenant,  235. 

MOETGAGOE, 

failure  of  heirs  of,  did  not  cause  escheat  of  equity  of  redemption 

preyiously  to  Intestates  Estates  Act,  1884... 38. 
redemption  by,  defeats  dower  of  morf^;agee's  wife,  319. 
effect  of  power  of  sale  in  Lord  Oranworth's  Act  upon  the  estate  of, 

350. 


NEW  BIVEB  SHABES, 
are  realty  by  statute,  46. 


OCOUPANOY,  GENERAL, 
nature  of,  327. 
none,  of  oopyholdB,  328. 

of  incorporeal  hereditaments,  329. 

OCOUPANOY,  SPEOIAL, 
nature  of,  326,  327. 
is  not  a  descent,  327,  and  note, 
heir  as  special  occupant,  326,  328. 
heirs  of  the  body  as  special  occupants,  328. 
whether  executors  or  administrators  could  be  special  occupants,  328, 

329. 
^tioM-ocoupancy  of  executors  or  administrators  under  Statute  of 
Frauds,  330. 
now  under  Wills  Act,  ib, 
may  exist  of  incorporeal  hereditaments,  329. 

OEIGINAL  ESTATE, 
generally,  68—64. 

distinguished  from  deriyatiye  estate,  57,  58. 
every  estate,  greater  than  a  tenancy  at  will,  may  be,  58. 


PARAMOUNT,  LORD, 

supreme,  is  the  king,  4,  5. 

PAROMERS.    iSee  CoPABCENE^c 

PARTICULAR  ESTATE, 

the  estate  prior  to  a  remainder  or  reyersion  is  a,  67. 
in  relation  to  a  reyersion,  is  deriyatiye,  68. 
relation  of,  to  a  remainder,  ib, 
a  fee  tail,  with  a  limitation  oyer,  takes  effect  as,  270. 
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PAETmON, 

among  oopareener^,  at  common  law,  343,  344. 
joint  tenants,  by  statute,  336. 
tenants  in  common,  ib. 
rent  granted  for  equality  of,  might  be  in  fee  without  words  of  limita- 
tion, 196. 
voluntary,  must  now  be  effected  by  deed,  343. 
among  coparceners,  did  not  alter  the  root  of  descent  at  common 

law,  ib. 
tenant  for  life  may  concur  under  S.  L.  Act  in  making,  322. 

PEERAGE, 

falls  into  abeyimce  among  coparceners,  104. 

may  be  reyived  by  the  Crown  in  fayour  of  any  of  them,  ib, 

determinable  limitation  of,  102,  228. 

PEBPETDITIES.    And  see  Acctjmttlations. 

the  last  two  rules  of  limitation  at  common  law  are  directed  against, 

106. 
certain  contingent  remainders  must  now  conform  to  the  rule  against, 

130. 

PEEPBTTJITIES,  THE  EULE  AGAINST, 

introduced  upon  the  introduction  of  executory  limitations,  168,  169. 

its  origin,  182. 

history  of,  169,  170. 

statement  of,  171. 

its  relation  to  gifts  to  charitable  uses,  181,  182. 

does  not  apply  to  limitations  subsequent  to  an  estate  tail,  168. 

the  shares  of  the  persons  to  take  must  be  ascertained  within  the 

period,  171. 
to  what  subjects  the  rule  applies,  ib, 

exceptions  from,  are  (I)  conditions  in  defeasance  of  a  term  of  years, 

173, 

(2)  covenants  for  renewal  of  leases,  ib, 

(3)  negative  covenants,  running  with  the  land, 
174. 

common  law  condition  in  defeasance  of  a  freehold  not  within,  ib. 
has  properly  no  application  to  common  law  limitations,  183. 
remoteness  does  not  depend  upon  the  event,  177,  178. 
application  of,  to  gifts  to  a  dass,  178. 

application  of,  to  appointments  under  a  special  power,  179,  180. 

general  power,  180. 
to  powers  of  sale  and  exchange,  ib, 

PORTIONS, 

provisions  for  raising,  not  within  TheUusson  Act,  189. 

P08SES810  FBATRia, 
the  doctrine  of,  213. 
now  inapplicable,  i6. 
none  generally,  of  land  in  dower,  213,  214. 

of  lands  held  by  the  curtesy,  t&. 
none,  of  an  estate  tail,  216. 


« 
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in  earl^  times,  Bynonjmons  with  Beieiji,  05,  n. 
meaniog  of,  in  modem  timos,  54,  6B,  89. 

a  fraeliold  estato  is  Tested  in,  in  spite  of  outetaodiag  term  of  rears,  89. 
of  tenant  for  years,  gives  seisin  in  deed,  wiUiout  entrj  by  rever- 
donar,  209. 
similarly  of  other  persons  having  chattel  interests,  ib, 

POSSIBILITIES, 

distinctioii  l>etween  bare,  and  coupled  with  an  interest,  66,  and  note. 

not  assignable  at  common  law  tTUrr  vivot,  66, 
coupled  with  an  interest  might  be  devieed,  67. 
double,  common  law  rule  against,  106. 

POSSIBILrCY  OP  EEVEETEE.    Ste  Ekvietke, 

P0STHUM0TJ3  CHILDREN, 

by  tbo  better  opinion,  could  not  at  common  law  take  by  way  of  con- 
tingent remainder,  128. 
now  enabled  by  statute,  128. 
for  purposes  of  descent,  were  tzeat«d  as  tn  tut,  128. 
could  take  under  devises  by  special  custom,  ib. 
positiou  of,  in  relation  to  the  rule  against  perpetuitiee,  170. 

POWBES, 

estates  uising  under,  out  of  what  estate  they  are  derived,  60. 

ezistenoe  of  prior  power  does  not  ^vevent  vesting,  65. 

subsequent  exerciao  of  power  may  limit  prior  estate  within  Bnle  in 

SheUey's  Case,  152. 
application  of  rule  agiunst  perpetuities  to  appointments  under,  180, 

181. 
under  the  S.  L.  Act,  1882.. .320. 
exercise  of  prior  power  by  husband,  defeats  wife's  dower,  319. 

PRECIPE.  TENANT  TO  THE, 
at  common  law,  282. 
by  14  Geo.  a,  0.  20,  ib. 

person  who  would  have  been,  is  now  sometimoa  the  protector  of  the 
settlement,  292, 

PEEEOGATIVE  OF  THE  CROWN, 
to  revive  dormant  paenge,  104. 

PROFIT  A  PRENDRE, 

generally  included  in  nuxed  hereditaments,  46. 

therefore  intailable  under  statute  Dt  Donii,  43,  51, 

PROTECTOR  OF  THE  SETTLEMENT, 

who  is,  288—293. 

does  not  cease  to  be  the,  by  incumbrance,  alieuatioa,  or  bankruptcy, 
289. 

settlor,  or  trustee  of  executory  settlement,  may  appoint  ijiedal  pro- 
tectors, 289,  290. 
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PEOTECTOE  OF  THE  SETTLEMENT— confinwci. 
special  protector  xnay  diRolaim  by  deed  inrolled,  290. 
in  what  cases  the  person  who  would  have  been  tenant  to  iheproecipe, 
still  is,  29^ 

rUB  AUTRE  VIE,  ESTATE, 

methods  by  which  it  may  arise,  325. 
heirs  as  special  occupants  of,  326. 
heirs  of  the  body  as  special  occupants,  328. 

under  Statute  of  Frauds,  the  executor  or  administrator  took  as  quMi 
special  occupant,  330. 

now  under  Wills  Axst,  t&. 
connection  of  general  occupancy  with,  327. 
assignable  at  common  law,  329. 
not  deyiseable  under  Statutes  of  Wills,  ih, 

provisions  of  Statute  of  Frands,  330. 

replaced  by  Wills  Act,  ih, 
not  intailable  under  Stat.  De  DonU^  ih, 
quasi  entail  of,  ih, 

run  A  UTRE  VIE,  TENANT, 

death  of,  might  at  common  law  leaye  seisin  in  abeyance  till  entry  of 

occupant,  91. 
in  remainder,  cannot  take  surrender  from  a  tenant  for  his  own  Hfe, 

139. 

PUECHASE, 

** heirs"  not   a  word  of,  in  limitations  within  Eule  in  SheUey's 

case,  141. 
distinction  between  heirs  general  and  special,  accordingly  as  they  take 

by  descent  or  by  purchase,  146, 147. 
at  common  law,  aeinna/acit  $tipitem,  210. 
now,  perquisitio  fadt  gtipiiem,  211. 

heir  may  now  take  by,  under  gift  or  devise  from  ancestor,  ih, 
whether  heir  took  by,  under  a  limitation  to  heirs  of  a  specified  person 
at  common  law,  212. 
the  specified  ancestor  now  takes  by,  for  purpose  of  tracing  the 
descent,  ih, 

QUALIFIED  FEE  SIMPLE, 
arises  out  of  the  fee  simple,  60. 
not  found  in  practice  but  may  legally  exist,  52. 
limitation  of,  at  common  law,  241. 

whether  the  limitation  is  necessarily  in  the  paternal  line,  249. 
limitation  of,  under  Descent  Act,  254. 
effect  of  22  &  23  Yict.  o.  36,  s.  19,  upon,  ih, 
descent  of,  243. 
alienation  of,  249  d  aeq, 
Preston's  opinion,  250. 
analogous  limitations  to  heirs  as  purchasers  found  in  settlementfl, 

212, 253. 
the  bearing  of  Blake  y.  fftfnes  upon,  265 — 258. 
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QUANTUM  OP  ESTATE, 

relation  of,  to  t«nTire,  eafabluhed  by  custom,  7. 

and  to  politioal  status  of  tenant,  ib. 
relation  tnt«r  m  of  few,  in  p(^t  of  guantum,  IM,  n. 

QUEEN  CONSORT, 

lias  for  some  pnrpoaea  the  capacitiea  of  b  feme  »oU,  103. 
example  of  a  limifatioa  to  suooeeaiTe  queens  consort,  ib. 

QUIA  EMPTORES,  STATUTE  OF, 
prerented  sub-infeudation,  19. 

but  freed  alienation  in  fee  simple,  ib. 
apportionment  of  serricea  under,  ib. 
applies  only  to  lands  held  in  fee  mmple,  20,  309. 
does  not  hind  the  Orown,  20. 
effect  of,  on  tenants  of  the  Orown  tn  capite,  ib. 

on  creation  of  manors,  21,  ^ 

Crown  and  mesne  lords  togeUier  may  dispense  with,  ib. 


SEAL  AOnON, 

three  kinds  of  writs  of  fonnedon,  79,  n. 
formedon  en  reverter  existed  at  common  law,  74,  n. 

qiuere,  as  to  formedon  en  remainder,  74,  and  notea,  892,  393 
remitter,  in  its  effect,  was  equTslent  to,  SO. 
conld  only  be  brou^t  agtdnst  tenant  of  immediate  fredu^,  90. 
in  theory,  a  fine  was  a,  2T6. 

also  a  recovery,  281. 
plaintiff  and  defendant  in,  styled  demandant  and  tenant,  262,  n. 
two  classes  of,  (1]  possesaory  actions,  374. 
(2)  droitural  actions,  ib. 

EECOVEaiES,  COMMON, 

history  of,  279. 
Tallarum't  due,  280. 
tenant  to  the  pnxcipe,  282. 

by  BtBiF.14  Qm.  2,  c  20,  ib. 
recovery  with  double  voucher,  283. 
single  voucher,  ib. 
treble  voucher,  284. 
now  abolished,  285. 
effect  of,  286,  286,  and  note, 
did  not  affect  estates  derived  out  of,  or  incumbraucee  upon,  the  estate 

tail,  266. 
could  not  bo  suffered  by  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility,  ih. 

01  by  women  tenants  in  tail  ex  provisionf  niri,  ib. 

or  by  tenant  in  tail,  where  reversion  was  in  the  Crown,  ib. 
could  bo  suffered  by  tenant  in  tail,  after  he  had  levied  a  fine,  307,  and 

effect  of,  on  fines  for  alienation  dae  to  the  Crown,  22. 
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EECOVEEIES,  COMMON— con«nM«?. 

1)086  fee  could  arise  by,  where  reyersioii  was  in  the  Crown,  295,  n. 
took  effect  under  Statute  of  Uses  with  transmutation  of  poraes- 

sion,  357. 
usee  declared  upon,  by  the  persons  suffering  them,  361. 
when  use  resulted  to  the  person  suffering  them,  t &• 
by  maziied  women,  ih. 

EECOVEEIES,  FEIGNED, 

evasion  of  Statutes  of  Mortmain  by,  6,  n* 
by  reversioners  on  terms  of  years,  54. 

EELEASE, 

may  operate  (1)  by  way  of  enlargement,  375. 

(2)  by  way  of  passing  an  estate,  ib. 
what  interest  will  qualify  releasee  to  accept  release,  %b. 
effect  of,  by  way  of  enlargement  of  a  term  of  years,  ib, 

conveyance  by  lease  and  release  founded  on  this  doctrine,  376. 
one  tenant  in  common  cannot  release  to  another,  337,  n. 
joint  tenant  may  release,  but  not  assign,  ib. 
coparceners  may  either  release  or  assign,  t5. 

EEMAINDEE, 
definition  of,  69. 
origin  of  the  phrase,  69,  n. 
distinction  between,  and  a  reversion,  67,  68. 
relation  of,  to  the  particular  estate,  68. 
at  common  law  might  be  created  by  feoffment,  369. 
two  essential  characteristics,  (1)  to  await  the  regular  determination  of 

precedent  estate,  71. 
(2)  to  take  effect  forthwith  upon  such 
determination,  72. 
a  distinction  noted,  as  to  limitations  upon  condition,  ib, 
upon  a  term  of  years,  peculiar  nature  of,  70,  89. 

base  fee,  70. 
same  estate  may  be  both  reversion  and  remainder,  70. 
alternative  remainders  in  fee  simple,  71. 
cannot  be  subsequent  to  executory  limitation,  113. 

limited  in  expectancy  upon  a  common  law  fee,  73. 
whether  a  remainder  could  be  limited  upon  a  conditional  fee,  74, 

Appendix  11. 
in/uiuro  is  bad,  94. 

how  remainder  in/uluro  differs  from  a  contingent  remainder,  95. 
of  inheritance,  prior  to  Stat.  De  Doni$^  could  only  be  in  fee  simple, 
182. 
and  could  only  subsist  upon  an  estate  for  life,  or  pur  autre  vie,  ib. 
after  Stat.  De  Dcnie,  might  be  in  fee  tail,  ib. 

and  might  be  limited  upon  a  fee  tail,  270» 
legal,  are  outside  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  183* 
seisin  in  deed  of,  how  acquired,  206. 
how  conveyed,  under  the  old  practice,  349. 
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RKMTTTEB, 

-  meaning  of,  80. 
distinotion  between,  and  merger,  82. 

EENTCHAEOB, 

is  a  tenement  for  paipose  of  entail,  38,  43. 

not,  at  common  law,  for  purpose  of  esclieat,  ib, 
application  of  common  law  rules  of  limitation  to,  101,  102. 
seisin  in  deed  of,  how  acquired,  206. 
base  fee  in,  when  rentoharge  was  limited  in  its  inception  to  heirs  of 

the  body,  299. 
granted  for  equality  of  partition,  is  descendible  in  same  way  as  the 
land,  343. 

EBNT-SECK, 

at  common  law,  does  not  escheat,  88. 

EESULTING  USE, 

estate  taken  by  way  of,  is  within  Bule  in  Shelley's  Case,  152. 
doctrine  of,  its  bearing  upon  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  free- 
hold infuturo  to  executory  interests,  160. 

BEVEBSION, 

definition  of,  69. 

distinguished  from  remainder,  in  its  relation  to  the  prior  estate,  68. 

upon  a  term  of  years,  70. 

upon  a  base  fee,  ib, 

same  estate  may  be  both  remainder  and  reversion,  %b, 

whether  any  could  subsist  upon  a  conditional  fee,  74,  Appendix  IL 

may  subsist  upon  a  fee  tail  under  Stat.  De  Donis,  270. 

seisin  in  deed  of,  how  acquired,  206. 

what  becomes  of  the,  upon  statutory  enlargement  of  term  into  fee 

simple,  305,  306. 
how  conveyed,  under  the  old  practice,  349. 

EEVERSIONEE, 

at  common  Jaw  could  destroy  a  term  of  years  by  collusive  recovery, 
7,54. 

EEVEETEE, 

strictly  equivalent  to  reversion,  73. 
used  to  denote  a  possibility  only,  ih, 

EEVEETEE,  POSSIBILITY  OF, 
none,  on  a  fee  simple,  33,  193,  194. 
upon  other  common  law  fees,  73. 
upon  a  conditional  fee,  74. 

effect  of  Stat.  De  Donis  upon,  270. 
upon  a  condition  at  common  law,  descendible,  but  neither  assignable 
nor  deviseable,  66,  n. 

now  assignable  by  statute,  165. 

and  deviseable,  201. 

qucere,  as  to  possibility  of  reverter  upon  determinable  fee,  ib* 
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SBIGNOEY, 

is  a  mixed  hereditament,  45. 

distinction  between  seignory  in  gross  and  seignory  of  manor,  7,  n. 

SEISIN.    And  see  Liyebt. 

denotes  the  possession  of  the  freeholder,  54,  55,  n. 
meaning  of  being  **  in  the  seisin  of  the  fee,"  89,  206. 
independent  of,  and  nnaffected  by,  existence  of  terms  of  years,  89. 
cannot  be  placed  in  abeyance  by  act  of  parties,  90. 

niay  by  operation  of  law,  91. 

or  by  statute,  ih 
in  case  of  executory  devises,  how  abeyance  is  avoided,  92. 
seisin  in  deed,  defined,  206. 

aemna/acit  stvpiiem,  210. 

connection  of,  with  doctrine  oi  poasesaio  frairie,  213. 

of  corporeal  herediaments,  how  obtained,  208. 

of  incorporeal  hereditaments,  206,  209. 

of  remainders  and  reversions,  206. 

existence  of  a  chattel  interest  removes  necessity  for  actual  entiy, 
209. 
seisin  in  law,  defined,  207. 

distinguished  from  a  right  of  entry,  ih. 

suffices  to  prevent  abeyance  of  the  freehold,  208. 

made  the  estate  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  heir,  209. 

entitles  a  wife  to  dower,  ib, 

does  not  entitle  a  husband  to  curtesy,  ib. 
of  a  widow  by  dower,  continued  her  husband's  seisin,  213,  214. 
difficulty  of  obtaining  seisin  in  deed  of  lands  in  dower,  ib. 

as  to  lands  held  by  the  curtesy,  ib, 
infant  making  customary  feofEment  must  deliver  seisin  proprid  manu, 
368. 

SEEJEANTY,  GRAND,  TENURE  BY, 
a  species  of  tenure  in  chivalry,  8,  9. 

retains  its  honorary  incidents,  though  converted  into  socage,  9,  24.    ' 
an  office  of  honour  held  by,  does  not  fall  into  abeyance  among  co- 
parceners, 104. 
how  to  be  exercised  on  descent  among  coparceners,  ibs 

SBEJBANTY,  PETITE,  TENURE  BY, 
a  species  of  tenure  in  socage,  10. 
effect  of  stat.  12  Gar.  2,  c.  24,  on,  %b. 

SERYIOES, 

incident  to  tenure  in  chivalry,  9. 

socage,  10. 
could  not  be  reserved  upon  a  gift  in  frankalmoigne,  11, 12. 
light  of  distress  for,  19. 
effect  of  sub-inieudation  on,  ib. 

of  Quia  EmptoreSf  ib, 
apportionment  of,  on  alienation,  ib. 
]>eculiar  to  chivalry,  abolished  by  12  Car.  2,  c.  24... 23. 
honorary  services  of  grand  serjeanty,  not  abolished,  24, 
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SETTLED  LAND  ACT,  1882.    See  Statutoby  Powers.  * 

SHELLEY'S  CASE,  EULE  IN, 

eesential  characteiiBtics  of  limitations  within — 

(1)  a  prior  estate  of  freehold,  142. 

(2)  a  subsequent  limitation  in  the  same  instrument  to  the  heirs 

of  the  same  person,  ib» 
statement  of  Shelley's  Case  in  detail,  143 — 151. 
the  rule  was  expressly  laid  down  in  Shelley's  Case,  150,  151,  n. 
statement  of  the  rule : — 

(1)  prior  estate  must  be  of  freehold,  151. 

(2)  subsequent  limitation,  to  heirs  general  or  Bpedal,  ih, 

(3)  both  must  arise  under  same  instrument,  152. 

(4)  prior  freehold  may  be  by  resulting  use,  ib, 

(5)  or  subsequently  limited  under  power,  1 6. 

(6)  as  to  interposed  estates,  %b. 

(7)  as  to  contingent  limitations,  ib, 

(8)  as  to  meaning  of  **  issue  "  in  a  devise,  ib, 

(9)  as  to  further  addition  of  words  of  limitation,  153. 

(10)  rule  applies  to  equitable  limitations,  ib. 

(11)  rule  applies  to  copyholds,  154. 

(12)  does  not  apply,  where  subsequent  limitation  is  executory,  ib. 

(13)  nor,  generally,  to  executory  settlements,  155. 
probable  origin  of,  ib, 

SHIFTING,  OE  SPEINGING,  USES, 
defined,  66. 

seisin,  during  unappropriated  interval.  Tests  by  resultant  use  in 
settlor,  92. 
if  such  use,  by  reason  of  special  circumstances,  cannot  result, 
the  limitation  may  be  yoid  on  the  analogy  of  freehold  in 
future,  160. 
subject  to  rule  against  perpetuities,  171. 

SPOETING,  EIGHT  OP, 

is  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  46,  n. 

STATUTOEY  POWEES, 

under  Settled  Estates  Act,  295. 
of  tenant  for  life  under  S.  L.  Acts,  295,  320. 
exercise  of,  by  tenant  in  tail,  295,  and  note. 

SUB-INFEUDATION, 
meaning  of,  18. 

effect  of,  on  lord's  rights,  18,  19. 
checked  by  Quia  Emptoree,  19. 

STJEEENDEE, 

customary,  precedes  admittance  to  copyholds,  27. 

admittance  relates  back  to,  ib, 
distinction  between,  and  merger,  77. 

of  a  life  estate,  may  sever  joint  tenancy  in  the  reversion,  ib, 
of  prior  freehold,  might  destroy  contingent  remainder,  125. 
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SUEBENDEE— <x)n^tnue(l. 

cannot  be  made  by  tenant  for  his  own  life  to  one  pwr  autre  vie,  139. 
of  freehold,  is  now  yoid  at  law,  unless  made  by  deed,  364. 
tenant  for  life,  Tinder  S.  L.  Act,  may  accept,  323. 

TAIL.    And  He  Tenant  in  Tail. 
tail  general  and  general  tail,  262. 
tail  male  and  tail  female,  267. 
limitation  in  tail  female  is  yalid,  269,  and  note. 

TENANCY  IN  COMMON.    And  see  Tenant  in  Common. 
is  a  sole  and  seyeral  ownership,  336. 
may  be  claimed  by  prescription,  337. 
by  what  methods  it  may  arise,  «6. 
the  shares  in,  may  be  unequal,  338. 
connection  of,  with  cross  remainders,  %b. 

TENANCY  BY  ELEGIT, 
is  a  chattel  interest,  66. 
enables  seisin  in  deed  to  be  obtained  without  entry,  209. 

TENANCY  OF  GUARDIAN  IN  CHIVALEY, 
was  a  chattel  interest,  56. 
abolished  by  12  Car.  2,  c.  24,  ib. 

TENANCY  BY  STATUTE  MERCHANT, 
is  a  chattel  interest,  66. 
now  obsolete,  ih, 
enables  seisin  in  deed  to  be  obtained  without  entry,  209. 

TENANCY  BY  STATUTE  STAPLE, 
is  a  chattel  interest,  66. 
now  obsolete,  ib. 
enables  seisin  in  deed  to  be  obtained  without  entry,  209. 

TENANCY  AT  WILL, 

copyhold  tenure  was,  in  theory,  26,  26. 

original  relation  of,  to  yiUein  status,  ih, 

qualifies  tenant  to  take  a  release,  376. 

may  arise,  though  heirs  be  named  in  the  grant,  226. 

TENANT  IN  COMMON.    And  see  Tenancy  in  Common. 
is  sole  owner  as  to  his  own  undiyided  share,  336. 
wife  is  dowable  out  of  husband's  undiyided  share,  318. 
cannot  conyey  his  share  to  another  by  release,  336,  337. 
may  claim  by  prescription,  337. 

a  man  may  in  an  official  capacity  be,  with  himBftlf  as  an  indiyidual,  t6. 
the  shares  of,  may  be  unequal,  338. 

TENANT  POE  LIFE, 

on  the  subject  in  general,  311 — 324. 
common  law  right  of,  to  take  estoyers,  311. 
unless  restrained  by  coyenant,  312. 
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TENANT  FOB  LIFE— continued. 

different  position  now  ol  a,  under  a  settleineati  and  under  a  lease  for 

Uyee„  312. 
by  wliat  metho4B  tenancy  for  life  may  ariBe,  313. 
powers  of,  under  the  Settled  Estates  Act,  320. 
under  the  S.  L.  Acts,  320—324. 

TENANT  IN  TAIL.    And  m  Fee  Tail  ;  Pbotbctob  of  Settlement. 

in  possession,  effect  of  tortious  feoffment  by,  79,  373. 

after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  263,  264. 
could  not  suffer  common  recovery,  286. 
can  make  no  disposition  under  Fines  and  Becoyeries  Act,  ib* 
if  in  possession,  can  exercise  powers  of  S.  L.  Acts,  t5. 

could  not  suffer  common  reooyery,  if  reyersion  in  the  Grown,  286, 
295,  n. 

alienation  by,  now  regulated  by  Fines  and  Becoyeries  Act,  287. 

disentailing  deed  by,  must  be  inrolled,  293. 

effect  of  disentailing  deed  not  inrolled,  293,  294. 

power  of,  to  make  leases  under  Settled  Estates  Act,  295. 

powers  of,  under  S.  L.  Acts,  295,  296. 

TENANT  PUB  AUTRE  VIE, 

on  the  subject  in  general,  325—331. 

rights  of,  at  common  l^w,  to  estoyers,  325. 

by  what  methods  tenancy  pur  autre  vie  may  arise,  %h* 

had  no  power  to  deyise  under  Statutes  of  Wills,  329. 

had  under  Statute  of  Frauds,  330. 

now  under  Wills  Act,  ih, 
when  may  exercise  powers  of  S.  L.  Acts,  325. 

TENANT  AT  WILL, 

effect,  at  common  law,  of  tortious  feoffment  by,  79,  371,  373. 
can  take  release  of  reyersion,  375. 

TENANTS  IN  CAPITE.    See  Tentjeb  m  CAprns. 

TENEMENT, 

only  tenements,  in  the  wider  sense,  are  intailable,  43,  51. 

strict  definition  of,  42. 

wider  meaning  of,  in  common  use,  ib, 

things  may  be  for,  one  purpose  and  not  for  another,  43. 

TEN  U  BE, 

by  the  common  law,  4 — 17* 

diyisions  of,  8. 
on  the  phrase,  **  leasehold  tenure,''  55,  Appendix  I. 

TENUBE  IK  CAPITE, 

generally  refers  to  tenure  immediately  of  the  Grown,  5. 
may  be  holden  of  a  subject,  ib. 
ut  de  oorond  and  ut  de  honarCt  4,  n. 
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TENUEE  IN  OHIVALBY, 

a  diyifiion  of  oommon  law  tenure,  8. 
now  abolished,  23. 

TENUEE  IN  GEOSS, 

distingniflhed  from  tenure  *'  as  of  a  manor,"  6,  n. 

TENUEE  IN  SOCAGE, 

a  diyision  of  common  law  tenure,  10. 

different  species  of,  10,  11. 

all  lay  tenure  now  oonyerted  into,  23. 

how  such  oonyersion  enlarged  the  right  to  deTise  lands,  24,  200. 

TEE>i  OF  YEAES, 

could  formerly  be  destroyed  by  reveraioner,  7,  64. 
unknown  to  the  common  law,  53. 
how  far  there  can  be  tenure  of  it,  55,  Appendix  I. 
confers  no  seisin,  only  possession,  54. 
does  not  affect  the  seisin  of  the  reversioner,  70,  89. 
.   its  relation  to  subsequent  remainders,  89. 
existence  of  a  prior,  will  not  support  a  contingent  remainder,  90. 
executory  limitation  of  the  legal  estate,  not  possible  by  deed,  159. 

is  possible  by  devise,  t&. 
conditions  in  defeasance  of,  not  subject  to  rule  against  perpetuities, 
173. 
also  covenants  for  renewal  of,  %b* 
effect  of  enlargement  of,  under  the  Conv.  Act,  upon  the  reversion, 

305,  306. 
whether  tenancy  by  entireties  is  applicable  to,  345. 
if  limited  to  heir,  passes  nevertheless  to  executor,  225. 

THELLUSSON  ACT,  THE.    Btt  Acxjxtmxjultions  op  Income. 

TIMBEE, 

provision  as  to  produce  of,  not  within  the  Thellusson  Act,  190. 
power  of  tenant  for  life  under  S.  L.  Act  to  cut,  324. 

TITHES, 

at  common  law,  could  not  be  held  by  a  layman,  43. 
impropriate,  are  tenements,  t  &• 

TOETIOUS  ALIENATION, 

could  be  effected  by  feoffment,  fine,  or  recovery,  110. 
estate  conveyed  by,  was  a  new  estate,  ih. 
absolutely  destroyed  the  estate  of  the  alienor,  1 6. 
«eciM,  as  to  the  estates  in  remainder,  110,  n. 
how  it  might  destroy  contingent  remainders,  110. 

this  effect  abolished  by  statute,  i&. 
effect  of  feoffment  by  tenant  in  tail  actually  seised,  79,  373. 

by  other  persons  in  possession,  371,  373* 

TEUSTEES  TO  BAE  DOWEE, 

estate  of,  analogous  to  that  of  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders, 137. 
whether  now  valid,  138. 
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TEUSTEES  TO  PfiESEBVB  CONTINGENT  EEMAINDEBS, 
origin  of,  130. 

oommon  form  of  limitation  to,  131,  132. 
how  they  prevented  destruction  of  contingent  remainders,  132. 
concurrence  of,  in  such  destruction,  was  a  breach  of  trust,  t6, 

unless  done  with  permission  of  the  court,  133. 
estate  of,  was  vested,  not  contingent,  %b. 

proposed  modification  of  Feame's  definition  to  exclude  estate  of,  135. 
estate  of,  limited  after  a  prior  term  of  years  in  lieu  of  an  estate  for 
life,  xb, 
in  this  case  gave  the  actual  seiedn,  ib, 

and  was  the  estate  supporting  the  remainders,  136. 
generally,  were  **  bare  trustees,"  137. 

causes  for  their  appointment  removed  by  8  ft  9  Yict.  c.  106...  127, 128. 
«ectM,  if  appointed  to  guard  against  natural  expiration  of  prior 
estate,  137. 

TEUSTS, 

executed  and  executory  are  subject  to  rule  against  perpetuities,  171. 
substantially  identical  with  uses  before  the  statute,  350,  351. 
origin  of  modem  trusts,  352. 

USES, 

I.  Prior  to  the  Statute  of  Uses,  nature  of,  350 — 352. 

followed  the  descent  of  the  things  of  which  they  were  the 

uses,  351. 
course  of  descent  of,  could  not  be  changed,  ib, 
might  be  alienated  inter  vivoa^  ib, 

devised,  although  the  lands  were  not  deviseable,  ib» 
the  legal  estate  might  be  conveyed,  imder  1  Bic  3,  c.  1...352. 
n.  Under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  352-^56. 
general  effect  of  the  statute,  352. 
the  origin  of  modem  trusts,  ib, 
whether  the  statute  applies  to  uses  in  wills,  353. 
principal  points  in  the  first  section,  354,  355, 
in  what  cases  seisee  may  be  also  cestui  que  use,  355,  356. 
a  limitation  "  unto  and  to  the  use  of"  takes  effect  by  the  common 

law,  355. 
assurances  operating  under  the  statute  may  be  either  (1)  with 
transmutation  of  the  possession,  or  (2)  without,  356. 

(1)  with  transmutation  of  possession, 

(a)  fine,  357. 

(b)  recovery,  ib. 

(c)  feoffment,  ib, 

(d)  release  of  the  reversion  on  an  estate,  less  than  a  freehold, 

to  the  person  having  the  estate,  ib, 

(e)  giant  of  the  seisin,  ib, 

(2)  without  transmutation  of  possession, 

(a)  bargain  and  sale,  358. 

{b)  covenant  to  stand  seised,  ib. 
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UT  DE  CORONA,  TENTJEB, 
meamng  of,  4,  n. 
effect  of,  in  respect  of  wardship,  ih, 

UT  DE  nONORE,  TENURE, 
meaning  of,  4,  n. 

UT  DE  person!,  tenure, 

inaooaiate  plirase  for  tenure  ut  de  carond,  4,  n. 


VESTING, 

criterion  between  vested  and  contingent  estates,  64. 
not  prevented  by  the  existence  of  a  prior  power,  65. 

VILLEIN, 

enfranchised  by  grant  of  what  estates,  7,  8. 

connection  of  status,  with  copyhold  tenure,  25,  26. 

how  base  fee  in  lands  of  a  villein  tenant  in  tail  could  arise,  dOl. 


WARDSHIP, 

effect  of  tenure  td  de  coronet  on,  4,  n. 

ut  de  honore  on,  ib, 
Bub-infeudation  on,  18,  and  note. 

WAREANTY, 

was  a  covenant  real,  annexed  to  an  estate  of  freehold,  279. 
created  only  by  word  warranUzo,  ib. 
operation  of,  ib, 

application  of  words  lineal  and  collateral  to,  ib, 
lineal,  if  accompanied  by  assets,  was  a  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail,  not- 
withstanding Statute  De  Donie,  280. 
efficacy  of  a  common  recovery  based  on  this  rule,  ib, 
now  made  ineffectual  by  statute,  ib. 

WASTE, 

tenant  in  tail  after  possibility,  not  punishable  for,  264. 

tenant  pur  autre  vte  by  his  assignment,  is  punishable  for,  326. 

WILLS,  STATUTES  OP. 

prindpaL  provisions  of,  200. 

WORDS  AND  PHRASES, 
in  liberam  eleemosinam,  11. 
in  puram  eleemoeinam,  ib. 
annjour  et  toast.     See  sub  voc. 
quia  Buspeneue  est  per  coUum,    See  Attainder. 
quia  abjuravit  regnum.     See  Attaindeb. 
quia  utlegatus  est.    See  Attaindeb. 
<<  tail  general,"  and  **  tail  special,''  262. 
*'  general  tail,"  and  *'  special  tail,'*  ib, 

C.R.P.  H  H 
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WOEDS  AND  PHKASES— conWnued. 
in  liber um  maritagium,  12,  and  note. 
oontuoT  and  oonosee,  277.  ' 
deforoeant,  ib. 
warrantizo,  279. 
tenant  to  the  proecipe,  282. 
tenant  and  demandant,  282,  n. 
jui  accreicendi,  334. 
per  my  et  per  toutt  335. 
per  tout  et  rum  per  my,  ib. 

YEABS,  TEBM  OF.    See  Tbbm  of  Yeabs. 
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Bbbtbs  &  TuBiTEB,  100,  Chaitcbby  Lake  and  Oabst  Btkebt,  "W-O. 
Farisb.   Counclla. — An  Election  Manual  for  Parish   CoimciUors, 

UrlKiu  BDii  Rural  DUtnL't  LloonciUo™,  and  Guardiana  outsidp  London,  being 
tlio  Orders  of  the  Local  GjTernment  Board  aod  the  Municipal  Elections  (Corrupt 
Bud  lUi'i^al  Frauticea)  Act,  ISBl :  with  full  Exulanutory  Notes  and  an  Iiitn>~ 
duotion.  By  WALTER  C.  RTDE,  M.A.,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  BaixUter-at. 
Law,  Editor  of  "  ITiB  Local  Govornmcnt  Act,  1894,"  and  Joint  Editor  of  "  Tho 
Local  GoTemuient  Act,  1888."  Dc:ay  Sio,  1891.  PriM  'i.  6d.;  pott 
frcr,  6<.  6rf. 

The  Local  Qoverument  Act,  1694:  with  fall  Explanatory 

Nolcfl,  an  Inlroductiiry  Chiiptcr  on  Lnc4il  GoTecnraent ;  and  an  Appendix 
Pou  tain  ill  fr  tho  Incorpi  >ral«il  Acts  and  Hib  Regulations  of  tlie  Local  Government 
Board.  By  WALTER  C.  RYDE,  M.A.,  Editor  of  "  Rcporta  of  Ratjn^ 
Appeals,  1816-30  and  IBSl-M,"  ftnJ  Joint  Editor  of  ■' The  Local  Govenunent 
Act,  1889."     ilnrij/  Sio.     189*.     I'rke  7*.  M.;  past  feu,  Bi.  6rf. 

ProTiate  and  Administration.— Law  and  Practice  in  Common 

Ponn  and  Contentions  Busintwi.     Srcond  Edition.     By  W.  J.  DIXON,  B.A., 

LL.M.,  BnrriHter-at-Law.      IStti.     Frict  IS*. 

"Thi.'j  i«  a  very  comploto  manual,  both  of  tlip  non-contentiou.i  ai . . 

buaiuctts  in  Probate.     The  chapters  on  Pnietiee  and  tho  Appendix  of  Ft 
especially  full."— Znio  Times. 


Law  of  Husband  and  Wife.— A  Conciae  View  of  the  Law  of 

Hufiband  and  Wife  an  modified  bythe  Married  Women's  Property  Acta.  With 
an  Appendii  of  Statutes.  By  JOSEPH  HAWOETH  REDMAN,  Euq., 
Barrisler-at-Law.     J'osC  8i>u,      1883.     Fi'ice  3i.  6d. 

Roman  Law. — QuestionB  and  Answers  aelocted  from  the  Koman 
Law  Bar  Pass  Eiamination.  By  JOSEPH  A.  8HEARW00D,  Esq.,  Bar- 
rister-at- Law.     ISaj.     rriK  5i. 

The  Railway  and  Canal  TrafQc  Acts,  1864  to  1888.— 

Being  the  Railway  and  Canal  TrnHic  Act,  IKS! ;  the  Ro(fu!atiou  of  Railways 
Act,  1873;  the  Board  of  Trade  Arbitrations  Act,  1874;  the  Cheap  Trains  Act, 
1883;  and  the  Riilwayond  Ciinal  TrafEo  Act,  1888.  Tho  Rnlraof  the  Railway 
Commiiwioiicre;  the  Rules  of  the  Board  of  Trade  aa  to  Claeaili cation  of  TihISc 
and  Schedule  of  Rates,  and  the  Rules  as  to  intendeii  increase  of  Cliarg-es. 
With  Forms,  Fees.  With  lutroductioc  and  Notes  by  H.  R.  DARLINGTON, 
M.A.,  LL.M.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Banister- at -Law.  Dtiay  8(0.  600  pp. 
1889.     iVies  16j. 

The  He  cord  Interpreter. — A  Collection  of  Abbreviations, 
Latin  Wordn,  and  Names  used  in  English  Historical  Maiiuseripts  and  Records. 
Compiled  by  CHARLES  TRICE  MARTIN,  B.A.,  F.S.A.,  Assistant- Keeper 
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^„.j9A/f8od  fyg-901 
potjtj  'SeST  '0^9  Auu(i  'Hl'&j-^'B'J&^bijj.'bq  ^aTduiex  JQxraj  eq;  jo  pire  'pjojxQ 
'©JSenoQ  uo(^OJ^[  jo  *'V*K  *SITIVH0  'M.  'H  -^S      •saoa-Bmssy  no  iCwsg  aj<x^ 

'•a'TI  *SNY3a  AHHOXS  "a  ^ff  '^Q3Q^%  Smrax^  eopow^  9q|  pire 
'iCpo^etiQ  ^fii^u-Bjuj  *6cja«jui  jo  sopTjtqm'j  puB  R^qSrg  9qt^  uo  Jo^dBqQ  «  q^iAA. — 

•pXTHO  P^'B  (^uajBj  puB  pJB^  pUBUBipiTBTlO  JO  AL«T[  9qi 

'^ '8q  *99df  ^sod  f '9^  99U^    '968T     'Mg  «<n<?Ji9     'M-Bi-^B-jaijBiirea; 

'•gT^rj  <eiiva(j  AUHoxg  -^  ^g — *i£jO(^8iH  I'b29T[  e^^^uepnig  oqx 

*w^/  ;ffo<f  /'i^g  -f^  99UJ    -9681    'o^s  ?*«<r    •ABrf-^B-jajsujBa:  '^vwaa'a 

HXHOA^.VH  HJaSOr  ^a:    '^mwa:  yunoj   -so^n^B^jg  put?  R^nepeoojj  JO  xipirad 

-ay  ira  T{^i^,  *9i«g  jo  S]^a;  jo  Ai-B^i  s^u^rape^  qp  uo^t; — 'dXBg  JO  sniff 

•QOJtfpod^'pg  'sg  ^;>i.^     '9681     '<*'»8  ^^^y     '-^^l 
-i^B-ja^suiua:  *!»maiTO  tua^e©^  ptre  eidraax  Jamil  oqj  jo  'SUVHW   aOOAl 

'snor^wpiSia^  op*iX  P  pj^off  ©R*  SniTiiwjnoo  xipoeddy  ub  q^m  *9uib8  eqi 
^ui^oa^B  se^n^'ojg  eti:^  puB  'jbq  Jo";dpj;  eti:^  jo  -Ai^rj  eijj^ — *  JBO  JoiojH 

•^g  -ffg  ^d94/pod  /  'sg  iwu'j'  '6681 
•oflg  ^«w(7-  •XOIXiaa:  QKOOffS  t/s^oqsiijo^  puBeauo^oB^  a^  «iii;iqaj  ABrj 
oqx  >}  JO  puB  ^/saoi^uajddv  <4  JSnpBxaj  M-oq;  aqx  n  Jo  joq^ny  *«jjod»a;  tpuvfSf 
tn^oj  SjUii^sny  pire  sjapunBg  jo  Jo^ipg;  ;inoj»  *iHB'j-:jB-aa!jRiiiBa;  'a^doiaj,  oippi|\[ 
oq^  P  ^'Q'TI  *'VK  'KIXSIIV  SKVAa  -^a:  xapuj  snoidoo  b  puB  'so^o}^ 
^J^  '69  *Z9  ('0  'H)  MspJQ  «mpuB^s  puB  *ijoy  aqt^  aj  o^npaqog  pnooag  aq^  up 
penopueuz  s^uauzi^oBn^  *  6881  *^^Y  nor^Bijiqjy  eqx  *  5f  81  '^^V  no^BpT^osuoQ 
seBnB[Q  8puB^  eqj^  J  t^oy  eqtj  japrni  epeui  *868l  *8ap^  (s^JSoq)  s^BAkXf^ 
Vl^Yi  oqtj  '8681  *op«I,  |0  P^og  aq^  jo  sapa:  POFFPO«i  »H^  H^I^  jaq^aSo^  *(8^  'o 
•»»IA  09  V  69)  9681  'J^^V  s^«^TI'»H  ^^^FI  oi[x— 'SiCBALlTBa  ^^1^71 

'Pf  '99  *90u/^9od  f  'pg  '91  90\x^    -^681 

•0^8  790J:  'a-ii  *ya  '-twa;  'koxiihyh  iounoo  ^<i  o  A  «<«??/'a'  p-^'y^ 
•se;o^  Iwi^oBjj  J{%i^ — 'SOSBei  jo  s^^uopooejj   ^eALejpuY 

-jafjsTjjBe:  'XXOITia  KIXHVW  %    •^oJSFH  I^^^i  pub  iBuoptnT^suoQ  q^m 

jeqi^egcx^  *AL«T[  x«uoi(^n(>i(^STioo  puB  tzbuco^  jo  sonii^^no 

:%9U  'pg  '92  ^J^    "6681     '^^8  ^W'^Q'     'nopuorf  *u9piBf)  (^uaAOQ  *piBj  '(jg  joj 

jwa  P'mt:  jo  Meuoissiuraioo  o(^  i[j9to  'joijronog  'HaiaNVHo  'Av  'noxarad: 

-^2  'XBX  oqi  ureapo^  o^  jo  piaday  o:^  JSuiqeiin  ojiquj  9q^  joj  bb  h^m.  sb 
'810909^00  puB  sjoesassy  *ss[ja|Q  'saauoTsspnmoQ  ibj,  puBrj  joj  suoc^otiji^suj 

3»«f  .'  -^9  '9Zl  99tJt^  *668I  *^'»8  /"^^^H"  "I^woq  amajdng  aq^  jo  jo^pi^og 
<-uoxo  yK  *aklH  '^  aSSar  P^*  •  -4i«T:-^«-JaisujBg[  'axdmax  Januj  aqi 
JO  *'uoxo  "Va  *X0K3  AHHVH  ^ff  'uojt^uaAuoQ  pniopBuja^uj  puB  'suuoj 
*S9p^  *S9:^n:^Bt>g  eqi^  T{:^Tii  :  enSlSOQ  UI  ((qSlX^dOQ  JO  AL'BT[  9qx 
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